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A3STRACT  (Connnu*  on  itraraa  aid*  it  nacaaaary  and  idrnlilr  by  block  number) 

The  objective  of. the  International  Behavior  Analysis  (IEA)  Project' is  'to  con- 
struct and  implement  an  analytical  frame-work  capable  of  providing  insight  into  the 
actions  and  interactions  of  certain  states  in  certain  situations.  The  'project’  3 err.- 
pha-is  is  comparative  and  in  this  connection  will  involve  the  construction  and  ample- 
hentation  of  a typology  of  nations  and  a typology  of  international  events. 
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A comprehensive,  social  scientific  framework  for  analyzing  foreign  policy 
behavior  has  been  constructed  and  refined.  Interrelationships  between  certain 
factors  (variables)  have  been  indicated  within  the  contexts  of  international 
source  and  decision-making  behavior  and,  moreover,  within  the  contexts  of  differ- 
ent situations  and  nations.  The  task  of  operationalizing  the  entire  framework 
has  been  initiated. 

Each  factor  is  being  transformed  into  an  actual  variable.  Data  will  be 
assembled  for  the  five  raajcr  sets  cf  factors  which  are  important  for  both  source 
analysis  and  process  analysis:  (1)  psychological;  (2)  political;  (3)  societal: 

(U)  interstate;  and  (5)  global.  Nations  have  been  classified  on  the  basis  of 
three  dimensions:  (l)  economic;  (2)  governmental;  and  (3)  capability.  Data 

have  already  been  as rambled  for  each  of  the  dimensions,  generating  27  variables 
for  56  nations.  Events  are  classified  on  the  basis  cf  six  dimensions:  (l)  spa- 
tial; (?)  relational;  (3)  temporal,  (4)  situational;  (5)  substantial;  and 
(6)  behavioral.  The  ARPA-supported  World  Event  Interaction  Survey  comprises 
the  events  data  set  of  the  IBA  Project. 

The  remainder  of  Year  Two  of  the  IBA  Project  will  continue  the  process  of 
assembling  data  and  operationalizing  the  framework  (for  56  nations  over  a five 
year  period).  Year  Three  will  concentrate  upon  analysis.  While  the  IBA  Project 
will  complete  the  construction,  refinement,  and  analysis  of  the  overarching  frame- 
work, other  researchers  can  employ  the  framework  for  basic Y 'earch  (e.g.,° 
theoretical  inquiry)  and  policy-relevant  research  (e.g.,  crisis  analysis)! 
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.TTiERHATIOKAL  BEHAVIOR  ANALYSIG:  THE  j 

OPEEIT IOI.Y-.LIZATIO: ' TASK 


This  reports  covers  the  period  August  1,  1975  through 
January  31,  1976. 


Th-.s  report  constitutes  the  first  technical  report  of  year  two  of  the 
International  Behavior  Analysis  (IBA)  Project,  which  is  designed  to  produce 
comparative^  and  empirical  generalizations  about  hoi;,  when,  and  why  nations 
are  likely  uo  act,  react,  and  (therefore)  interact  vithin  the  international 
cys^ern.^  Tne  dialysis  of  three  distinct  kinds  of  behavior  is  within  the 
scotjC  Oi.  the  IRA  Project.  First,  the  project  is  interested  in  discovering 
tne  sources  of  national  action.  When  nations  decide  to  act  externally, 
they  do  so  in  response  to  certain  domestic  and/or  foreign  stimuli.  Accor- 
d nC^y > it  is  possible  to  identify  three  d'i.estic  (or  internal)  and  two 
foreign  (or  external)  stimuli:  (1)  psychological;  (2)  political;  (3) 

societal-  (4)  interstate;  and  (t)  global  systemic.  These  stimuli  repre- 
sent collections— or  components— c?  factors  which  may  lead  a nation  to 
take  a specific  external  action. 

Tne  second  kind  of  behavior  which  falls  within  the  purview  of  the  IBA 
Project  concerns  the  processes  surrounding  initiative  decision-nakinr. 

cr  a set  01  conditions  gives  rise  to  a decision  occasion,  a natioi^must 
decide  hot-/  to  respond  to  the  stimuli.  Who  is  involved?  What  agencies  and 
institutions  are  to  assume  important  decision-making  roles?  How  are  inter- 
state and  global  systemic  conditions  perceived  by  the  decision-makers? 

Such  questions  represent  but  a sampling  of  those  relevant  to  the  conduct 
of  initiative  process  analysis. 

When  a nation  decides  to  initiate  an  action  it  responds  to  a set  of 
stimuj.i  essentially  unrelated  to  the  direct  actions  of  other  states.  Be- 
havior of  a different  nature  is  thus  associated  with  the  processes  of  res- 
ponsive  decision-making  which  occur-  when  a nation  is  acted  upon,  that  is 
when  nation  A directs  in  action  at  nation  li.  The  decision-making  pro- 
cesses which  occur  within  nation  B illustrate  the  third  kind  of  behavior 
with  which  the  IBA  Project  is  concerned. 

p1  ac*r-i'kion  to  explaining  and  predicting  the  sources  and  processes 
of  international-foreign  policy  behavior,  the  project  hopes  to  specify  the 
conditions  under  which  certain  nations  might  initiate  or  respond  to  certain 
events.  Consequently,  it  has  been  necessary  for  the  Project  to  provide  the 
means  by  which  nations  and  events  may  be  classified.  Two  c1  assi.fi  catory 
schemes  have  thus  been  developed. 


All  of  the  above  has  been  incorporated  into  a single  analytical  frame- 
work. The  framework,  which  was  constructed  and  refined  during  year  one  of 
research,  is  a device  with  potentially  diverse  functions.  The  possible 
uses  of  the  framework  range  from  directing  basic  social  scientific  inquiry 
to  ordering  policy-relevant  research  on  international  crises. 

But  a framework  per  se  is  insufficient.  The  intervening- -and  vital- 
task  of  operationalization  must  be  accomplished  prior  to  ease  study  and 
cross-national  analyses.  Year  two  in  devoted  to  this  effort.  When  the  con- 
ceptual variables  have  been  converted  into  operational  phenomena  and  the 
data  collection  and  assembly  operation  is  complete  , HA  Project  researchers 
will  be  in  a position  to  test  and  further  refine  various  aspects  of  the 
framework.  The  oll.ovi'',  , scctj.ons  will  describe  tne  overarching  framework 
and  provide  an  excursion  into  the  realm  of  opera ti nnalization. 
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All  of  the  above  has  been  incorporated  into  a single  analytical  frame- 
work. The  framework. , which  was  constructed  and  refined  during  year  one  of 
research,  is  a device  with  potentially  diverse  functions.  The  possible 
uses  of  the  framework  range  from  directing  basic  social  scientific  inquiry 
to  orucrinG  policy-relevant  research  on  international  crises. 

But  a f ranewc rk  per  se  is  insufficient.  The  intervening--and  vital- 
task  of  operationalization  must  be  accomplished  prior  to  case  study  and 
cross-national  analyses.  Year  two  is  devoted  to  this  effort.  When  the  con- 
ceptual variables  have  been  converted  into  operational  phenomena  and  the 
data  collection  and  assembly  operation  is  completed,  IDA  Project  researchers 
will  be  in  a position  to  test,  and  further  refine  various  aspects  of  the 
framework.  The  tallow:!'.  , sections  will  describe  the  overarching  framework 
and  provide  an  excursion  into  the  realm  of  npern ti onali zation . 
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A.  EITRODUCTIOII 


Foreign  policy — the  study  of  state  actions,  reactions,  and  interactions- 
has  elicitied  the  attention  of  social  scientists  and  policy-makers.  Miile 
the  subfield  of  foreign  policy  was  once  subsumed  under  the  amorphous  rubric 
of  "international  relations  " it  Ins  traditionally  been  recognized  that 
there  is  a discernible  difference  between  the  two  realms  of  investigation 
(Tantcr,  1972;  Sondermann,  1961).  More  recently,  scientific  foreign  policy 
analysis — often  referred  to  as  the  "comparative-study- of  foreign-policy" 
movement — has  emerged  as  an  autonomous  and  burgeoning  area  of  inquiry. 

A .3  is  typical  in  a nascent  subficld,  the  early  history  of  the  compara- 
tive study  of  foreign  policy  revolved  around  the  acquisition  of  data  and 
the  scrutiny  of  scattered  hypotheses.  Research  remained  disparate  and 
few  variable  domains  were  analyzed  in  a systematic  or  comprehensive  fashion 
(see  Jones  ar.d  Ginger,  1972  heGovon  and  Shapiro,  1973;  Vesquez , 1975) • 
"Islands''  of  knowledge  were  never  integrated. 

The  inevitable  palliative  was  the  generation  of  overarching  frameworks 
for  analysis  (e.g.  Rocer.au,  i960;  Erecher  et  al.  19^9)*  VThile  foreign 
policy  analysts  have  produced  a number  of  such  potential  frameworks,  few 

r 

have  been  operationalized/  Many  of  the  existing  frameworks  are  crude  and 
incomplete.  Unfortunately  empirical  research  has  continued  to  accrue 
dc.'jite  the  absence  of  a comprehensive  framework  (see  Powell  et  al.,  197*+; 
Hermann  and  Salnorc,  1975). 

The  field  of  scientific  foreign  policy  analysis  nevertheless  remains 
fertile  (see  Keglcy  et  al.,  1975;  Rosenau  1974).  However,  the  strategy 
of  framework-construction  represents  the  optimal  means  to  the  end  of 


I. 


describing , exp.t.  lining,  and  predicting  foreign  policy  behavior.  A new  frene- 
work  (see  Andriole  et  al. , 1975a  197511)  is  designed  + * remedy  „he  defects  of 

earlier  analytic  ’1  fit  >'euork ~ Bit  frnuiework-con.ctruction  in  rt  eril'e  if  the 
cnd-pro.uco  in  nevn  nub jc.  ucd  to  tenting.  The  crucial  v. >c  rat i on  ali z atinn 
tank  which,  i.ntcrv  res  between  framework-building  and  framework- testing, 
tf.il  be  the  focus  of  tlr  s»  rr-ncr* 


b.  A PRODUCTIVE  CONCEPTUAL  FRAMEWORK 
FOR  FOREIGN  POLICY  ANALYSIS 


li’.c  paucity  of  rc  ' iable  foreign  policy  knowledge  can  be  attributed--at 
leas-1-  in  part--to  the  failure  to  delineate  a precise  scape  of  inquiry.^  The 
parameters  ox  an*  f?.rd  . 'f  inquiry  muse.  be  mapped  out  in  a precise  and  e'cplicit 
fashion.  One  vantage  point  which  ultimately  fulfills  this  crucial  boundary- 
delineation  function  concerns  the  levels  of  analysis  issue.  The-,  levels 
refer  to  the  general  areas  or  and  from  with  certain  behavir.. s nox’mally  occur. 
Five  ecus- l and  effectual  levels  have  bee:  Identified.  They  are,  in  uscending 
order,  the  -ndivMunl,  grow-  state,  inter-and/or  multi-state,  and  global  or 
systemic  levels  of  anal^s'r.  Uigur t 1 illustrates  comprehensive  foreign  policy 


analysis. 

As  the  figxire  on  Fagv  3 indicates,  foreign  policy  behavior  occurs  on 
the  state  and  interstate  levels  of  analysis.  This  is  the  typical  dependent 
variable  in  the  subfield  of  foreign  policy  research.  In  this  scheme,  the  five 
causal  level.*-  ai^  concepiuali'-ed  as  sources  of  foreign  policy  behavior  (or 
behavior  at  the  sts.*,-  end  interstate  levels  of  analysis). 

After  a state  decides  to  respond  to  a set  of  stimuli,  the  decision- 
making machinery  is  activated.  Decision -making  or  process  analysis  can  thus 
be  distinguished  from  source  analysis.*4  Initiative  and  responsive  decision- 


FIGURE  1 
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niakmc  can  both  be  studied.  Expensive  decici  on-making,  it  should  be  noted, 

V " foreicyi  pollcy  behavior  (perceived  outputs  from  mother  sovereign  entity) 
iiiuep„ndonv  Vu.  .ole.  li.e  scope  of  foreign  policy  thus  includes  source 
analysis,  initiative  deci: ion-making  analysis,  and  responsive  dccision- 
anal^sis.  The  latter  two  forms  of  analysis  arc  both  process  analysis.  Source 
and  process  analyses  reuse  be  conducted  within  the  context  of  differences  in 
states  and  foreign  pcllcis. 

The  delineation  of  a corpr.  hen rive  scope  of  inquiry  and  the  sourcc- 
pi  .cr ss  distj net ion  constitute  the  foundations  for  tn-  Interstate  Behavior 
-analysis  (H'!)  frsmewor  . lire  framework  itself  represents  an  effort  to 
satiety  four  essential  framework-c  on  struct  ion  criteria.  An  ideal  framework 
is  con^ousnstyo  and  is.  rporates  all  salient  causal  and  effectual  factors. 

* v-- 1 -gn  policy  faamcwor.'.s  should  also  fulfill  the  comparative  criterion. 
Dufcrencos  in  states  and  foreign  policies  ir.usu  be  errplicitly  considered, 
i.io  third  criterion  is  ope^iiPnaliaabili J . A framework  should  not  be  an 
er’d  exercise  in  abstraction;  the  aecur.rale.tion  of  reliable  knowledge  is 
i-c.cl-.ue.  _x  one  conceptual  framework  co.not  bo  converted  into  a set  of  mea- 
s arable  pv.cn  rena.  \M::g  relevance  is  the  fourth  and  final 

criterion/  An  ideal  frameworl;  will  be  both  scientifically  sound  and  relevant 
to  the  concerns  and  problems  of  policy-makers. 


-•  Source  Variable  Components 

omee  antiquity  scholars  have  recognised  that  foreign  policy  actions  and 
reactions  are  attributable  to  a variety  of  factors  and  conditions.  The  empha- 
sis on  decision-maker  and  systemic  characteristics  in  Thucydides's  study  of  the 
Peloponnesian  wars  provides  a very  early  example  of  this  recognition  of 
multicausality  in  the  sphere  of  foreign  policy. 
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The  five  causal  levels  of  analysis  (see  Figure  1)  yield  five  clusters  or 
©mponents  of  factors.  These  are  listed  be  lav;  in  Figure  2.  Components  are  an 
exhaustive  collection  of  variable  areas  for  foreign  policy  analysis.^  Within 
each  component  are  factors  which  are  similar  in  nature.  Specifically,  the 
five  social  scientific  levels  of  analysis  give  rise  to  five  components,  which 
have  been  labelled  psychological , political,  societal,  Interstate,  and  global. 

The  psychological  component,  which  arises  from  the  individual  level  of 

analysis,  is  based  on  the  recognition  that  individual  decision-makers  can 

impact  upon  foreign  policy  behavior.  This  proposition  applies  with  special 

force  to  occupants  of  elite  positions,  who  face  the  fewest  role  constraints. 

The  psychological  component  can  be  subdivided  into  usychodynamic , personality 
, 7 

trait,  and  belief  system- 1 orception  domains. 

The  political  component  contains  an  array  of  governmental  factors. 
Bureaucratic  factors  and  public  opinion  are  both  housed  within  this  variable 
realm. 

Included  within  the  societal  component  are  various  economic  trend  indi- 
cators and  internal  conflict  phenomena.  These  are  non-political  domestic 
factors  which  may  be  expected  to  exert  at  least  some  impact  upon  forr  ign  policy 
behavior. 

The  interstate  component  consists  of  interactive  phenomena.  The  stimulus- 
response  analogy  suggests  that  policy  inputs  (acts  received)  may  explain  policy 
outputs  (acts  sent).  While  this  plausible  model  does  not  explain  all  foreign 
policy  behavior,  it  dees  account  for  an  appreciable  portion  of  the  explainable 
variance  (Phillips,  1973,  1971‘  Wilkenfeld,  1975b). 

Systemic  variables  appear  in  the  global  component.  The  emphasis  on  balance 
of  pewer mechanisms  and  the  debate  on  the  relative  virtues  of  bipolarity 


FIGURE  2 
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vis-a-vis  multipolarity  are  two  recurring  isrues  which  arise  within  the  systemic 
domain.  The  global  power  distribution  is  probably  a key  determinant  of  state 
behavior.  Systemic  .urbulence  and  subsystemic  phenomena  are  also  contained 
within  the  global  component. 

The  components  and  variables  discussed  above  virtually  exhaust  the  range 
of  potential  determinants  or  sources  of  foreign  policy  behavior.  Flexibility 
is  ensured  because  variables  may  be  added  or  deleted  according  to  the  purposes 
)f  research.  For  case  study  analysis,  a greater  range  of  variables  could  be 
considered  than  for  cross-national  research.  For  policy-relevant  or  applied 
inquiry , certain  facters--those  which  are  not  amenable  to  short-term  raanipu- 
lation— would  be  excluded  or  downgraded . 

2.  Classificatory  Scheme  of  States 

If  states  are  not  classified,  it  would  be  impossible  to  formulate  reli- 
abxt  and  useful  generalizations.  Classification  permits  us  to  determine  which 
states  act  in  waich  ways  and  why . Furthermore,  the  concern  here  is  with 
classification  for  foreign  policy  analysis.  Therefore,  the  goal  is  not  to 
classify  states  on  all  attributes;  only  dimensions  which  presumably  influence 
foreign  policy  behavior  will  be  considered. 

Contusion  has  arisen  because  scholars  have  generally  viewed  state  attri- 
butes as  independent  variables  (see,  e.g.,  East,  1975,  1973;  Salxnore  and  Her- 
mann, 1969).  This  strategy  seems  to  be  inappropriate;  from  an  analytical 
perspective,  static  state  characteristics  such  as  size  and  wealth  do  not  "cause" 
foreign  policy  behavior  in  the  same  sense  that  danestic  conflict  or  policy 
inputs  are  determinants  of  foreign  policy  behavior.  States  should  be  clustered 
into  tyges  on  the  basis  of  static,  aggregate  attributes.  Type  of  state,  then, 
constitutes  an  intervening  variable  cluster  in  foreign  policy  analysis. 
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State  attributes  nay  be  divided  into  three  distinet,  dimensions  (see 
Uilkenfeld,  1975a)*  The  first  dimension  subsumes  those  factors  related  to  the 
economic  structure  cT  a state.  Political  structure  comprises  the  seeond 
classificatory  basis.  State  capabilities  (size,  military  power,  and  resource 
base)  constitute  the  third  dimension.  The  state  type  scheme  is  depieted  in 
Figure  3 on  the  next  pugo. 

3.  Classifieatory  Sehene  of  Events^ 

Foreign  policy  research  lias  concentrated  on  processes  (institutions  and 
their  interactions)  and  negleeted  outputs,  aeeording  to  Cohen  and  Harris 
(1975:  382).  The  output  variables  must  be  properly  conceptualized  and  mea- 

sured. Foreign  policy  outputs  may  be  viewed  as  discrete  events  (Hermann, 

1971;  Andriole,  1975b).9 

Events  data  analysis  has  been  one  of  the  major  preoccupations  of  quanti- 
tative international  politics  (see  Burgess  and  La\rton,  1972).  For  almost  a 
deeade  reseaehers  have  been  amassing  and  analyzing  events  data.  Interest  in 
this  type  of  data  has  not  subsided  (see  Kecley  et  al. , 1975 )• 

The  Interstate  Behavior  Analysis  Projcet  approach  is  derived  from  the 
working  assumption  that  a foreign  poliey  event  must  be  conceptualized  properly 
prior  to  the  acquisition  and  analysis  of  data.^®  An  event  is  an  empirical 
phenomenon  whieh  consists  of  six  separate  and  isolable  analytical  dimensions. 
The  various  dim.snci.bns  and  their  dimensional  attributes  appear  in  Figure  h on 
page  10. 


U.  Proeess  Variable  Components 

The  components  whieh  are  listed  in  Figure  2 may  also  be  conceived  as 
process  variable  components.  Decision-maker  characteristics,  publie  opinion, 
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FIGURE  3 

CLASSIFICATOKY  SCHEME  OF  STATES 


Structural  (Economic ) Dimensions 


Structural  (Governmental)  Dimension 


Power  (Capability)  Dimensions 


FIGURE  H 


CLASS  IF ICATOHY  SCHEME  OF  EVENTS 


Spatial  Dimension 


1 

1 

1 

Temporal 

I 

| 1 

Dimension 
! 1 

1 

1 

1 1 1 

Relational  Dimension 

1 

1 1 

Situational  Dimensioi 

1 1 1 

Cl 

1 

1 

1 1 1 

Substantial  Dimension 

1 1 1 

1 1 I 

Behavioral  Dimension 
1 1 

1 

L 
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bureaucratic  competition > and  other  variables  from  the  various  components  con- 
tinue to  be  relevant  during  decision-making  or  process  analysis.  However, 
the  coni  orents  are  n a;  viewed  as  dependent,  whereas  the  same  variable  clusters 
functioned  as  independent  variables  for  foreign  policy  source  analysis. 

The  purest  illustrative  case  is  responsive  decision-making,  when  the 
action  cf  another  state  reauires  a reaction.  This  action  is  the  independent 
variable.  The  perceived  event  nay  affect  factors  from  the  cocrponen _s , such 
as  public  opinion,  decision-maker  perceptions,  and  even  more  remote  phenomena 
such  as  domestic  conflict  or  economic  trends.  Paige’s  (1968)  case  study  of  the 
decision  to  X'articipate  in  the  Korean  War  illustrates  responsive  decision- 
making analysis. 

5.  The  Overarching  Conceptual  Framework 

The  concepts  of  components,  component  variables,  state  classificatory 
scheme,  event  classificatory  scheme,  source  analysis,  initiative  process  analy- 
sis, and  responsive  process  analysis  have  now  1-een  introduced  and  explicated. 
These  concepts  arc  the  building  blocks  for  the  framework,  which  is  presented 
in  Figure  5 on  the  next  page. 

Source  analysis  can  be  conducted  by  conceptualizing  the  conqponents  as 
independent  variable  clusters.  Foreign  policy  events  are  the  dependent  vari- 
ables. Type  of  state  is  an  intervening  variable  cluster. 

In  the  case  cf  responsive  process  analysis,  the  event  is  independent.^ 
Components  become  dependent  variable  clusters  while  type  of  state  continues  to 
function  as  the  intervening  variable  cluster. 

The  framework  is  comprehensive . All  potentially  relevant  variables  are 
represented.  Specific  factors— and  even  entire  variables  areas— can  be  added 
or  deleted  with  ease.  Furthermore,  source  analysis,  initiative  process  analysis, 


AN  OVERARCHING  FRAMEWORK  FOR  TIE  COMPARATIVE  ANALYSIS 
OF  FOREIGN  POLICY  SOURCE  AND  RESPONSIVE 
DEC  IS  ION-MAKING  PROCESS  BEHAVIOR  — 

SOOICE/PROCESS  COMPONENTS  CLASSIFICATION  OF  EVENTS 
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and  responsive  process  analysis  exhaust  th^  rropc  of  foreign  policy 
1° 

behavior.  t‘ 

Tile  cl  - ssificut  ry  schemes  of  stales  and  events  fulfill  the  c wroarauive 
criterion  and  enhance  the  broader  goal  of  conceptual  flexibility.  A concern 
*.:ith  "states  in  general"  or  with  "foreign  policy  in  general"  leads  only  to 
vacuo  and  abstract  generalizations.  Classification  facilitates  the  formu- 
lation of  more  reliable  and  useful  pr 'positions. 

>crati  jnnllrati  n is  a:,  elusive  challenge.  iot,  the  failure  to  convert 
the  framework  from  an  abstract  skeleton  to  a data-based  phenomenon  v:ould  simply 
continue  the  prevailir  g I'd  of  franco."  rk-;  roll  iteration  without  providing  real 
evidence  to  judge  the  merits  r£  any  device.  Operationalization  has  been  an 
explicit  objective  from  the  cutset  and  mill  be  discussed  in  detail  below. 

The  rolicy-rclevnuce  criterion  is  a more  recent  concern.  The  satisfaction 
of  the  informational  nr-eds  of  decision-makers  is  one  vital  aspect  of  policy- 
relevant inquiry.  This  may  be  accomplished  by  constructing  and  operationaliz- 
ing a comprehensive  framework  for  analysis.  One  payoff  of  a successful  frame- 
fork  is  that  policy-makers  would  have  access  to  Lnowledge  about  how,  when.,  and 
why  varying  types  of stacer  would  V likely  to  act. 


C . OFERAT 1 01 IAL  E AT  I Cl ! 


As  noted  at  the  outset,  dozens  of  specific  hypotheses  have  been  subjected 
to  empirical  scrutiny.  However  scholars  have  not  been  systematic  in  their 
selection  of  propositions,  states,  and  time  periods.  Cross-national,  longi- 
tudinal, and  quantitative  studies  arc  disappointingly  rare .lJ+  Even  comparative 

13 

case  studies  have  been  infrequent.  The  gap  between  theory  and  data  in  the 
scientific  study  of  foreign  policy  is  regrettably  obvious  (see  Hopple,  1975b). 
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Theoretical  progress  in  foreign  policy— and  in  the  study  of  interstate 
politics  generally — originates  with  the  pioneering  decision-making  framework 
devised  by  Snyder  an’  his  colleagues  (1962).  The  framework,  which  was  con- 
structed in  the  1950's,  o-jnstitutes  a comprehensive  checklist  of  potentially 
relevant  factors  rather  than  an  elaborate  specification  of  expected  variable 
interrelationships.  The  Snyder  framework  is  so  detailed  that  operationaliza- 
tion has  been  inhibited.  In  fact,  data  have  been  amassed  for  only  one  case — the 
Uie-.U’/dV  SolSlaich  to,  enter  the  Korean  War  (see  Paige,  1968). 

Given  the  complexity  ana  the  stringent  data  requirements  of  the  Snyder 
framework,  it  was  improbable  that  many  cases  would  be  studied  with  this  set 
of  analytical  categories.  The  Korean  War  case  was  an  exception  in  the  sense 
that  it  was  a salient  crisis  foreign  policy  event  for  which  extensive  data 
existed.  The  availability  of  certain  kinds  of  necessary  data— such  as  memoirs — 
also  permitted  an  application  of  the  Snyder  scheme  to  this  event.  Obviously, 
this  characteristic  decs  not  typify  many  events. 

While  the  Snyder  formulation  was  a.'  laudable  effort  to  infuse  rigor  into 
the  study  of  the  foreign  policy  process,  it  neglected  the  entire  array  of  ex- 
ternal stimuli  and  variables.  Furthermore,  the  framework  developed  by  Snyder 
and  his  colleagues  pertains  only  to  decision-making  or  process  analysis. 

The  Interstate  Behavior  Analysis  framework,  in  contrast,  applies  to  both  source 
and  process  analyses. 

The  Rosenau  (1966)  framework  was  explicitly  sketchy  and  pretheoretical. 
Rosenau  anticipated  and  confronted  many  of  the  crucial  conceptual  and  theore- 
tical issues  vrhich  have  animated  subsequent  inquiry  on  foreign  policy.  Unfor- 
tunately, however,  the  framework  i.self  was  abandoned.  While  the  framework 
was  applied  in  a preliminary  fashion  to  the  case  of  Soviet  foreign  policy 
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behavior  (see  Paul.  l$fl) , foreign  policy  analysts  did  not  attempt  to  oper- 
ationalize the  entire  scheme  in  cross-national  research.  The  Rosenau  frame- 
work did  provide  the  Inspiration  for  the  Inter-University  Comparative  Foreign 
Poliey  project,  a forerunner  of  subsequent  efforts  (Rosenau  et  al.,  1973)* 

In  retrospect,  it  can  be  seen  that  there  were  many  deficiencies  in  the 
Rosenau  "pre-theory."  l'n°  importance  of  classifying  states  and  foreign  po- 
licies was  clearly  recognized.  However,  the  state  ty}  ing  scheme  involved  the 
frequently  employed- -and  incomplete- -trilogy  of  size,  development,  and  accoun- 
tability. The  foreign  poliey  classification  was  limited  to  "issue  areas." 

More  egregious  was  the  conceptualization  of  variable  realms  (see  Andriole 
et  al.,  1975a).  Rosenau  delineated  five  variable  clusters  (the  idiosyncratic 
or  individual,  role,  governmental,  societal,  and  systemic).  The  boundaries  of 
the  realms  were  vague  and  there  was  some  overlap.  The  systemic  cluster  crea- 
ted a catchall  category  for  the  external  environment,  whereas  interstate  pheno- 
mena (exchanges  and  interactions  of  vari  ms  types)  are  clearly  different  from 
global  patterns  and  other  system-level  phenomena. 

Unfortunately,  the  popularization  of  the  Rosenau  pre-theory  did  not  sti- 
mulate researchers  to  initiate  the  arduous  task  of  mapping  the  boundaries  and 
topographies  cf  variable  clusters.  Framework  builders  continued  to  generate 
"grand  designs,"  but  none  of  them  attempted  to  specify  variable  areas  in  a 
comprehensive  fashion.  As  a result,  specific  variables  were  not  identified. 
Instead , foreign  policy  frameworks  have  tended  to  feature  ad  hoc  lists  of 
factors  which  are  not  exhaustive  and  may  not  even  be  representative.  Since 
the  process  has  been  so  haphazard,  some  factors— such  as  domestic  conflict- 
have  elicited  a disproportionate  share  of  research  attention  while  an  array 
of  other  determinants  has  been  literally  ignored  (see  McGowan  and  Shapiro, 

1973). 
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The  franc  work  constructed  by  Brecher  and  his  colleagues  (1969)  focuses 
on  inputs,  processes,  and  outputs.  While  the  Brecher  framework  satisfied  the 
comprehensive  criter  .n,  the  external  variables  could  have  been  specified 
\rith  more  clarity.  Furthermore,  type  of  state  was  not  incorporated  as  a clearly 
deiined  variable  cluster.  The  developed-developing  distinction  was  the  only 
state  type  attribute  in  the  seherae. 

The  Brecher  framework  appears  to  be  most  applicable  to  single  case  study 
research.  The  framework  has  in  fact  been  operationalized  for  the  case  of 
Israel  (1972,  1973 > 1974a,  1974b  ).^  The  framework  could  be  used  for  a series 
of  single  and  eorparative  case  studies,  which  would  be  a useful  contribution 
to  v-he  foreign  policy  research  literature.  However,  such  an  approach  would 
also  be  tedious  and  time-consuming.  The  ideal  is  a framework  for  analysis 
which  can  be  employed  for  both  case  study  and  cross-national  research. 

The  Comparative  Research  on  Events  of  Nations  (CREDIT)  Project  has  attempted 
to  engage  in  empirical  foeign  policy  research  (see  Hermann  et  al.,  1973). 

However , the  CRECIi  researchers  have  failed  to  proceed  from  the  delineation  of 
levels  of  analysis  to  the  identification  or  variable  clusters  of  components. 
Instead,  various  "theoretical  perspectives"  have  been  singled  out  (Hermann, 
and  Salmore , 1975:  1;  Brady,  1975 ; East,  1975  ‘ M.  Hermann,  1975;  Salmore  and 
Salmore , 1975)*  This  approach  violates  the  criterion  of  comprehensiveness. 

Furthermore,  no  explicitly  delineated  state  type  scheme  appears  in  the 
CREON  'Framework".  In  fact,  static  attributes  and  dynamic  variables  are  both 
vi erred  as  "independent  variables."  National  attributes  such  as  size  are  con- 
sequently treated  in  the  same  fashion  as  variables  such  as  bureaucratic  phe- 
nomena. In  contrast,  type  of  state  factors  can  be  posited  to  be  intervening 
variables. 
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Ihe  operationalization  phase  of  the  CREQN  research  effort  is  also  suscep- 
tible to  criticism.  Since  the  specification  of  variables  and  variable  realms 
iras  incomplete,  the  . persctionalization  of  foreign  policy  "source  variables"  is 
also  inadequate.  Even  more  unfortunate  is  the  foreign  nolicy  data  set.  Events 
were  coded  for  only  three  months  per  year  for  the  period  from  1959  to  1968. 

This  clearly  precludes  longitudinal  analysis  since  three-fourths  of  each  year 
is  exclud'd  from  the  data  det.  Trends  and  patterns  cannot  be  isolated. 

Events  data  were  collected  for  only  35  countries.  Tie  state  "sample"  was 
developed  on  the  basis  of  the  interests  of  the  various  researchers  and  is 
therefore  neither  random  nor  representative. 

While  foreign  policy  frameworks  can  be  critiqued  from  abstract  and  theo- 
retical vantage  points  (see  Andriole  et  al.,  1975a;  Welch  and  Triska,  1971), 
this  brief  review  of  prior  operationalization  efforts  reveals  that  the  record 
is  even  more  negative  here.  As  Hopple  ( 1975b:  l)  asserts: 

Conceptual  progress  and  theoretical  innovation  arc 
stimulating  pursuits  vhich  constitute  the  foundation 
for  subsequent  progress  in  any  field  of  research  and 
analysis.  But  a more  pedestrian--and  equally  vital-- 
endeavor  has  concurrently  been  neglected  during  the 
past  several  years.  Specifically,  the  data  gap  pro- 
blem has  surfaced.  Unlike  the  missile  gap  which  was 
such  a prominent  issue  in  the  American  presidential 
campaign  in  i960,  the  data  gap  is  not  a false  issue. 

The  crux  of  the  dilemma  is  that  frameworks  are  becoming 
more  sophisticated  and  comprehensive  while  the  available  data 
data  are  becoming  less  and  less  adequate. 
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Comprehensiveness":^  important.  Simultaneously,  it  must  be  recognized  that 
comprehensiveness  can  become  a str&itjacket.  A framework  may  be  so  inclusive 
that  operationalization  is  inhibited.^  Not  every  influence  can  be  identified 
and  measured.  To  attempt  to  do  so  would  generate  lengthy  lists  of  potential 
factors  which  would  consume  reams  of  paper  and  years  of  effort.  It  is  there- 
fore vital  that  the  scientific  criterion  of  parsimony  be  highlighted.  Frame- 
work builders  who  seek  to  avoid  the  aridity  of  framework  construction  as  an 
end  in  itself  must  consciously  strike  a balance  between  conrprehensivess  and 
parsimony. 


1.  Spatio-Temporal  Parameters 

Comparative  analysts  inevitably  confront  the  task  of  selecting  a parti- 
cular research  strategy  (Przeworski  and  Tevne,  1970;  Meckstroth,  1975).  The 
distinction  between  "most  similar  systems"  and  "most  different  systems"  designs 
presents  the  fundamental  choice  that  a comparativist  of  any  type  must  make. 

The  "most  similar  systems"  design  is  based  on  the  premise  that  cross- 
system variations  should  be  minimized.  Country  experts  and  traditional  area 
specialists  exemplify  the  purest  version  of  this  strategy.  Scholars  who  focus 
on  a set  of  similar  polities,  such  as  Scandinavian  states,  the  Anglo-American 
democracies,  or  Eastern  Europe,  are  also  subsumed  within  this  research  tradi- 
tion. Ferhaps  the  most  prominent  modern  example  is  Almond  and  Verba  (1963). 

The  "most  different  systems"  design  is  the  precise  opposite  cf  the  preced- 
ing strategy.  This  strategy  "takes  as  the  starting  point  the  variation  of 
the  observed  behavior  at  a level  lower  than  that  of  systems"  (Przeworski  and 
Teune,  1970:  3*0.  All  individuals  are  initially  treated  as  members  of  a homo- 
geneous population;  if  differences  appear  on  the  basis  of  varying  systems,  then 
system  names  must  be  introduced.  Examples  of  this  research  strategy  include 
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those  instances  when  the  researcher  employs  all  states  as  the  sample  of  cases 
and  attempts  to  identify  similar  influences  regardless  of  system  (such  as 
uniform  effects  of  education). 

The  comparative  study  of  foreign  policy  has  not  generally  employed  a most 
similar  systems  design.  Inste'ud,  all  or  most  states  have  been  included. 
However , national  systems  (i.e.,  states)  have  been  the  focus  of  analysis  since 
it  is  assumed  that  states  are  the  key  actors  in  foreign  policy  and  interstate 

politics. ^9 

In  a sense,  the  IBA  Project  has  selected  a most  similar  systems  design. 
The  sample  consists  of  56  states.  This  number  includes- those  states  " * 

which  initiated  4o  or  more  foreign  policy  "actions"  (events)  during  the  period 
from  1966  to  1969*  The  sample  thus  consists  of  "major"  foreign  policy  actors. 
While  initiation  of  events  may  be  a crude  indicator  of  actor  salience,  it  is 
a very  reliable  criterion.  The  sample  includes  all  great  powers  and  other 
significant  actors.  The  state  sample  appears  below  in  Table  1.  The  state 
number  codes  are  "standardized"  and  the  state  letter  codes  are  those  of  the 
World  Event  International  Survey  (WEIS). 

The  similarity  criterion  is  actor  importance  in  the  system.  Very  minor 
powers  are  thus  excluded.  On  the  other  hand,  about  one-half  of  the  states 
are  incorporated.  The  sample  exhibits  diversity  on  such  standard  attributes 
as  capability,  development,  and  regime  characteristics.  All  geographical 
regions  are  represented. 

The  characteristic*  of  actor  significance  was  selected  for  several  rea- 
sons. The  policy-relevance  criterion  implies  that  minor  powers  can  be  dis- 
regarded without  serious  damage.  The  foreign  policy  of  Nepal  is  both  less 
threatening  and  less  salient  than  the  foreign  policies  of  superpowers. 


IBA  STATE  SAMPLE 


State 


# Code 


Letter  Code 


Western  Hemisphere: 


1. 

United  States 

002 

USA 

2. 

Canada 

020 

CAN 

3. 

Cuba 

040 

CUB 

4. 

Brazil 

140 

BRA 

5. 

Chile 

155 

CHL 

Europe : 


6. 

United  Kinguom 

200 

UNX 

7. 

Netherlands 

210 

NTH 

S. 

Belgium 

211 

BEL 

9. 

France 

220 

FUN 

10. 

Spain 

230 

SEN 

11. 

Portugal 

235 

POR 

12. 

West  Germany 

255 

GMW 

13. 

East  Germany 

265 

GME 

14. 

Poland 

290 

POL 

15. 

Hungary 

310 

HUN 

16. 

Czechoslovakia 

315 

ChE 

17. 

Italy 

325 

ITA 

18. 

Albania 

339 

ALB 

19. 

Yugoslavia 

345 

YUG 

20. 

Greece 

350 

GRC 

21. 

Cyprus 

352 

CYP 

22. 

Bulgaria 

355 

BUL 

23. 

Rumania 

360 

RUM 

24. 

USSR 

365 

USR 

25. 

Sweden 

380 

SWD 

26. 

Denmark 

39C 

DEN 

Africa : 


27. 

Ghana 

452 

GHA 

28. 

Nigeria 

475 

NIG 

29. 

Congo  (Kinshasa ) 

490 

COP 

30. 

Kenya 

501 

KEN 

31. 

Ethiopia 

530 

ETH 

32. 

South  Africa 

5o0 

SAF 

IA7LE  1 c ant'd 


State 

# Code 

Letter  Code 

Middle  East: 
33-  Algeria 

615 

ALG 

n ! ■ 

•J'  r • 

Iran 

630 

LEW 

33. 

Turkey 

670 

TlrR 

36. 

T raq 

675 

IRQ 

37. 

Uniurd  Arab  F juldie 

651 

UAR 

3 • 

Syria 

*-'52 

SYR 

39. 

Lebar  on 

660 

LEB 

uo. 

J ^rdan 

663 

JCR 

7i. 

Israel 

666 

IS?. 

72. 

Saudi  Arabia 

670 

£AiJ 

) 7> 

^ J * 

Yemen 

678 

YEM 

As:  a 

l t 

44  . 

China 

710 

C HN 

75. 

South.  Korea 

732 

KOC 

76 . 

Jar  an 

770 

JAP 

7?. 

78. 

In  iia 

750 

ii:d 

Pakistan 

770 

PAK 

1:0 . 

7 a Hard 

800 

TAT 

50. 

Cambodia 

111 

CAM 

51. 

Laos 

0]o 

LAO 

52. 

South  Viet  Ham 

837 

VTS 

53. 

Malaysia 

320 

MAL 

J ' • 

Yr.ilir  ir  r 

870 

Fin 

rjr)  * 

In-done  s:  a 

850 

i:.3 

Oscar 

56. 

i ‘ ~X  * 

A :r.  [ re  iia 

900 

AUL 

l^i) 
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Data  availability  considerations  also  influenced  the  decision.  Generally, 
data  are  more  reliable  and  more  accessible  for  actors  vhich  participate  more 
and  tend  to  be  more  important.  Less  is  known  about  the  foreign  policy  behavior 
of  very  minor  states. 

The  entire  HA  Project  data  set  will  span  five  years,  from  1966  to  1970* 
VJhile  plans  are  being  formulated  to  assemble  more  recent  data  for  certain  fac- 
tors, the  1966  to  1970  period  will  be  the  basic  time  frame.  This  is  the  most 
recent  span  for  which  data  are  completely  accessible.  The  choice  was  thus 
dictated  by  practical  considerations.  But  the  temporal  sample  is  recent  enough 
that  the  findings  can  be  expected  to  be  relevant.  Moreover,  five  years  is  a 
period  vhich  is  long  enough  to  yield  patterns  and  trends. 

2.  Source  Variable  Components 

The  TEA  Project  has  proceeded  in  a two-step  fashion.  The  first  year 
of  research  entailed  the  construction  and  refinement  of  the  overarching  frame- 
work (Andriole,  1975a:  Andriole  et  al.,  1975a,  1975b).  Variable  areas  were 
identified  and  concrete  variables  were  specified  (Hopple,  1975a).  After  this 
preliminary  mapping  operation,  the  first  half  of  the  second  year  of  research 
has  involved  the  initiation  of  the  process  of  converting  conceptual  variables 
into  data. 

VJhile  a vast  amount  of  conceptual,  theoretical,  and  even  empirical  research 
has  accrued  on  the  subject  of  psychology  and  foreign  policy  (see  Hopple,  197^b), 
the  PSYCHOLOGICAL  component  is  clearly  the  variable  realm  which  poses  the  most 
serious  obstacles  to  operationalization.  Prior  research  has  considered  three 
major  types  of  psychological  variables:  Psychodynamics:  personality  traits: 

and  belief  systems. 
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Psychodynamics  involves  the  phenomenology , dynamics,  and  genesis  of  per- 
sonality patterns  (Greenstein,  19&9) . Phenomenology  concerns  the  identifi- 
cation of  observed  b .1  avior  patterns.  Dynamics  refers  to  hypotheses  about 
processes  which  account  for  the  pattern  or  syndrome  (such  as  the  isolation  of 
operative  ego-defense  mechanirms).  Genetic  analysis  entails  the  identifica- 
tion of  causal  antecedents  of  a personality  syndrome  or  pattern,  as  in  research 
on  childhood  experiences  which  produce  authoritarianism. 

Psychodymunic  (or  "depth-psychological")  research  is  often  Freudian 
or  neo-Freudian  in  nature.  The  relatively  extensive  literature  on  leadership, 
psychopathology,  and  aberrational  elite  behavior  exemplifies  this  approach  to 
the  study  of  psychology  and  foreign  policy  behavior.  Die  best  known  and  most 
impressive  example  is  the  monumental  study  of  Woodrow  Wi.lron  (George  and 
George,  I96U ) . 

While  critics  have  charged  that  psychodynamic  research  is  superfluous 
for  explaining  elite  foreign  policy  behavior,  a more  serious  criticism  concerns 
the  availability  and  quality  of  data.  In  the  case  of  the  Wilson  study,  the 
researchers  had  access  to  a number  of  useful  data  sources.  But  data  on  elite 
decision-makers  are  often  non-existent,  inaccessible,  ambiguous,  or  contra- 
dictory. Leaders  cannot  be  psychoanalyzed  for  research  purposes.  The  case 
study  literature  includes  a number  of  interesting  psychobiographical  portraits, 
but  appropriate  data  for  many  occupants  of  elite  positions  are  insufficient 
or  unreliable.  The  psychodynamic  perspective  is  consequently  inapplicable  to 
cross-national  research. 

The  psychodynamic  or  depth-psychological  frame  of  reference  pervaded 
research  prior  to  1950.  Since  then,  investigators  have  shifted  to  other  per- 
spectives. Personality  traits  or  dispositions— the  analysis  of  the  impact  of 
unitary  and  isolable  personality  characteristics — constitute  a major  research 
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domain  in  the  study  of  psychological)  sources  of  foreign  policy  behavior. 

One  problem  with  the  personality  traits  approach  is  definitional.  Some 
researchers  focus  or.  precisely  delineated  traits  such  as  belligerence  (Glad- 
stone and  Taylor,  1958).  Traits  have  also  been  conceptualized  as  broader  cate- 
gories, such  as  decision-making  style  (Hermann  et  al.,  197^)*  On  even  raore 
general  level,  efforts  have  been  made  to  identify  basic  personality  clusters 
or  dimensions  (D'4ma+o,  1967).  The  universe  of  relevant  traits  and  the  appro- 
priate level  of  generality  have  never  been  determined. 

More  serious  is  the  data  access  problem,  an  inescapable  obstacle  when 
quantitative  cross-national  research  is  undertaken.  The  existing  reseal ch 
on  rersonality  traits  involves  case  studies  or  simulations.  The  available 
sources  for  cross-nntior.nl  inquiry  are  public  documents  which  are  not  appro- 
priate for  inferring  the  personality  traits  of  elites.  M.  Hermann  (197^+,  1975) 
employs  content  analysis  of  the  U.S.  Foreign  Broadcast  Information  Service  (FBIS) 
Daily  Report  to  measure  personal  characteristics  of  heads  of  state.  This  pro- 
cedure assumes  erroneously  that  data  gleaned  from  press  conferences  or  inter- 
views can  be  used  to  identify  personality  traits  of  the  respondents.  The  utili- 
zation of  public  sources  fer  this  purpose  is  acceptable  only  is  the  researcher 

. 20 

provides  independent  evidence  for  the  validity  of  the  measuiements. 

Research  cn  belief  systems  is  voluminous,  although  cose  studies  are  the 

oi 

nom  and  most  available  work  focuses  on  U.S.  decision-makers.  Tne  problems 
with  belief  system.:  and  content  analysis  research  are  numerous  (see  Mueller, 

1969;  Hopple,  1975c).  However,  content  analysis  is  a tool  that  can  be  employed— 
albeit  cautiously— for  comparative  research  on  foreign  policy  elites. 

Ambiguities  pervade  the  efforts  to  formulate  a definition  of  belief 
system.  Researchers  have  employed  such  competing  concepts  as  world  view,  eli^e 
image,  operational  code,  cognitive  map,  and  definition  of  the  situation.  A 
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belief  system  is  sdmpjy  a set  of  interrelated  concepts.  Bonham  and  his  collea- 
gues (1976:  6)  refer  to  affective  concepts  (policy  objectives),  cognitive 
concepts  (beliefs  about  events  which  occur  in  the  international  system),  policy 
concepts  (possible  alternatives  or  options  for  policy  recommendations),  and 
value  concepts  (abstract  values  such  as  national  security).  Rokeach  (1968, 
1973)  presents  a more  parsimonious  formulation;  a belief  system  consists  of 
beliefs,  attitudes,  and  values. 

A decision-maker's  belief  system  consists  of  thousands  of  elements, 
ranging  from  simple  beliefs  and  attitudes  (affective,  cognitive,  and  policy 
concepts)  to  several  dozen  (or  fewer)  enduring  values.  The  entire  belief 
system  cannot  be  measured,  A researcher  must  select  a sample  of  elements. 
Appropriate  sources  can  then  be  identified. 

Prior  research  has  involved  the  measurement  of  various  beliefs  and  atti- 
tudes. An  example  is  the  Stanford  group's  emphasis  on  eight  cognitive  and 
affective  perceptual  variables  (see  Holsti,  1972).  Similarly,  Singer  (1964) 
content  analyzed  Soviet  and  U.S.  elite  articulations  for  perceptions  and 
evaluations  of  the  international  system,  the  distribution  of  power,  one's  own 
foreign  policy  code,  and  the  other's  foreign  policy  code. 

The  focus  here  will  be  on  decision-maker  values.  A value  is  a specific 
type  of  belief: 

A value  is  an  enduring  belief  that  a specific  mode  of 
conduct  cr  end-state  of  existence  is  personally  or  so- 
cirJ_y  preferable  to  an  opposite  or  converse  mode  of 
conduct  or  er.d- state  of  existence  (Rokeach,  1973  : 5). 

Basic  values— such  as  equality  and  freedom— form  the  core  of  a belief  system 
and  structure  less  basic  orientations. 
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Rokeach's  research  on  values  has  been  very  productive.  Value  rankings 

have  differentiated  subgroups  within  a variety  of  mass  and  elite  samples  and 

have  predicted  to  various  forms  of  political  behavior  (Rokeach,  1973)*  In 

addition  to  individ’ial  values,  institutional  values  can  be  measured  (Rokeach, 
22 

1975) • Value  analysis  was  even  successful  in  determining  authorship  of  the 
twelve  disputed  "ederaliat  papers  (Rokeach  et  al.,  1970). 

Value  analysis  in  research  on  foreign  policy  elites  and  belief  systems 
has  been  rare  (see  Eckhardt  and  White,  1967;  White,  1949).  But  Rokeach's 
theoretical  and  empirical  research  suggests  that  an  application  of  value  analy- 
sis to  foreign  policy  decision-makers  would  yield  significant  results.  Speci- 
fically, it  would  be  predicted  that  differences  in  value  rankings  would  be 
associated  with  (i.e.,  would  "predict  to")  differences  in  foreign  policy  beha- 
vior. 

An  appropriate  data  source  must  be  selected.  For  variables  from  the  other 
components,  data  are  generally  available  or  can  be  generated  without  too  much 
difficulty.  But  in  the  realm  of  values  and  other  psychological  variables, 
research  has  been  sporadic  and  case-specific.  Another  problem  is  that  a source 
which  contains  data  frr  oil  or  most  of  the  56  states  in  the  IEA  sample  must 
be  discovered. 

The  U.S.  Foreign  Broadcast  Information  Service  (F3IS)  Daily  Report  will 
be  used  as  the  basic  data  source.  The  Daily  Report  contains  verbatim  trans- 
cripts of  material  obtained  from  U.S.  monitoring  of  foreign  broadcasts.  While 
such  a document  would  be  inappropriate  for  depth-psychological  or  personality 
trait  research,  it  can  be  used  to  derive  decision-maker  value  data.  The  em- 
phasis will  be  on  a state's  officially  articulated  foreign  policy.  Official, 
public  elite  value  articulations  may  not  reflect  the  decision-maker's  private 
values.  But  these  foreign  policy  statements  are  the  ones  which  other  states 
hear  and  which  elicit  their  reactions.  As  Brodin  (1972:  105)  notes,  such 
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public  statements  can  gcvoroly circumscribe  a state's  future  freedom  of  action 
in  two  ways.  The  enunciations  contribute  to  internal  and  external  expectations 
and  influence  the  ba-is  on  which  other  states  formulate  foreign  policy  deci- 
sions . 

The  existing  literature  on  foreign  policy  and  POLITICAL  component  pheno- 
mena is  regrettchly  incomplete.  Disproportionate  attention  has  been  accorded 
to  the  United  States  ur.i  other  advanced  politi  s.  It  should  also  be  apparent 
that  many  factors  which  are  generally  viewed  r s political  variables  are  housed 
within  the  state  elassificatory  scheme.  As  noted,  static,  aggregate  factors 
are  incorporated  into  the  t’me  cf  state  cluster.  Examples  include  the  degree 
of  political  corcp.-tit-i  vt.ness  and  the  type  of  government. 

The  bureaucratic  (.clitics  perspective  suggests  that  the  behavior  of 
decision-irakers  is  explicable  in  terms  of  differing  bureaucratic  positions. 

Even  national  security  issues  are  often  assessed  in  the  context  of  organiza- 
tional needs  and  interests  (Halperin,  1971*:  20).  Although  the  literature  on 
bureaucratic  politics  has  proliferated,  research  has  been  limited  to  case 
studies  of  specific  decisions  such  as  the  Cuban  missile  crisis  and  the  ADM 
deployment  decision. 

For  quantitative,  crces-naticr.ul  research,  the  bureaucratic  politics  per- 
spective can  be  operationalized  by  recoding  the  World  Event  Interaction  Survey 
(WEIS)  data  set  for  decisi  n unit  participation.  There  have  been  preliminary 
efforts  to  relate  bureaucratic  politics  to  quantitative  research  (Hermann, 

1973 ) . Foreign  policy  events  data  can  be  coded  on  the  basis  of  the  identity 
of  the  specific  decision  unit.  Legislative,  executive  military,  and  national 
security  institutions  are  among  the  potential  units.  Hermann  and  his  collea- 
gues (1973:  95-97)  furnish  a comprehensive  list. 
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In  addition  to  the  constellation  of  policy-making  structures  which  is 
officially  responsible  for  the  promulgation  and  implementation  of  foreign 
policies,  public  opinion  may  also  influence  foreign  policy  behavior.  Some 
empirical  data  on  public  opinion  and  foreign  policy  have  been  amassed  (Merritt, 
1972).  As  Cohen  (1973)  charges,  however,  most  of  the  studies  have  asked  the 
v_ ong  questions  cr  have  simply  assumed  a one-to-one  correspondence  between 
opinion  inputs  and  policy  outputs.  Hie  simple  descriptive  literature  on  the 
public  and  foreign  policy  is  voluminous;  quantity,  however,  does  not  translate 
into  theoretical  rigor  or  quality. 

The  absence  of  comparable  cross-national  public  opinion  data  sets 
precludes  the  cpeiaticnalization  of  the  public  opinion  variable.  However,  a 
review  of  existing  research  reveals  that  public  opinion  is  rarely  a significant 
determinative  variable  (Hopple,  976a,  1975d).  In  fact,  public  opinion  is 
often  a dependent  variable.  Opinion  "inputs"  are  often  determined  by  foreign 
policy  events  (e.g.,  rallying  to  the  leader  when  a crisis  erupts)  and  by 
elite  cues  and  actions. 

Some  empirical research  has  accumulated  on  SOCIETAL  variables,  a realm 
which  refeis  to  phenomena  from  the  state  or  social  systemic  level  of  analysis. 
Population,  economic,  and  conflict  variables  emerge  as  crucial  societal  com- 
ponent variables. 

\arxcus  attributes  of  a state's  population  may  be  expected  to  exert  some 
impact  on  foreign  policy  behavior.  Total  population  is  a relatively  stable 
characteristic  which  is  housed  within  the  type  of  state  scheme.  Rate  of 
population  increase  can  be  subsumed  under  the  societal  component  rubric. 

This  population  trend  indicator  may  account  for  at  least  some  foreign 
policy  behavior;  rate  of  population  growth  las  been  isolated  as  a variable  of 
significance  in  prior  research  (see  Choucri  and  Norfh,  1975). 
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Economic  Lionel  indicators  include  percentage  of  unemployed,  average  annual 
rate  of  growth  cf  the  Gross  Domestic  Product  vat  const ot  prices),  total  annual 
governmental  '0  baj  mce  of  payments,  and  inflation.  It  is  obvious 

that  specific  factors  would.  influence  specific  forms  of  foreign  policy  beha- 
vior. Balance  of  payments  fluctuations,  for  example,  might  affect  a state's 
economic  foreign  policy  oe-'cvior  General  economic  trends  may  also  impact  upon 
foreign  policy.  Does  c ir.notrd?  stress  (high  unemployment , a stagnating  growth 
rate,  high  inflation,  etc.)  orovokc  erratic  or  confiictual  foreign  policy  beha- 
vior? Do  economic  trends  cove* / with  such  foreign  policy  patterns  as  the 
total  amount  of  foreig.i  policy  behavior  ^partd  cip>atio.o  in  the  interstate 
system)? 

Prior  research  attempted  to  illuminate  the  nor,  r-  between  domestic  and 
foreign  conflict  behavior.  A recent  study  tries  to  explain  conflict  exchanges 
in  the  Middle  East  by  examining  the  impact  of  prior  foreign  conflict,  domes- 
tic conflict,  and  bureaucratic  inertia  (McCauley  and  Will:*  ri'eld,  1975).  Domes- 
tic turbulence  or  strife,  uny  display  a relationship  with  foreign  conflict  and 
other  forms  of  foreign  polic/  benavior. 

Data  have  been  as., culled  for  the  population,  economic,  and  conflict  sub- 
sets of  the  societal  o’emain.  Conflict  data  were  obtained  from  the  Banks 
(197-1)  data  set.  The  other  data  were  assembled  from  various  sources.  De- 
tails on  the  operationalization  of  the  societal  component  are  provided  in 
Hopple  (1976b). 

The  psychological,  polibicil,  and  societal  components  are  internal  in 
nature.  The  external  environment  of  foreign  policy  behavior  can  be  subdivided 
into  tvro  variable  realms.  The  two  external  components  arise  from  the  inter- 
state and  global  levels  of  analysis  (See  Figure  l). 
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Various  INTERSTATE  component  factors  can  be  identified.  Semi-static 
factors  include  alliance  and  bloc  memberships.  Dynamic  interactive  factors 
include  levels  of  interstate  trade  and  ad  hoc  alliances  or  pacts.  Data  for 
semi-static  and  dynamic  factors  should  be  readily  available. 

Policy  inputs  are  the  most  important  interstate  variables.  Many  analysts 
maintain  that  the  actions  of  other  states  constitute  the  primary  source  of  a 
state's  behavior  in  the  domain  of  foreign  policy.  While  this  stimulus-response 
analogy  is  both  plausible  and  parsimonious,  we  would  be  reluctant  to  embrace 
the  proposition  on  an  a priori  basis.  However,  empirical  analysis  should  reveal 
the  potency  of  policy  inputs  as  explanations  of  policy  outputs. 

Scholars  have  also  attempted  to  assess  the  impact  of  GLOBAL  or  SYSTEMIC 
factors  (McGowan  and  Shapiro,  1973:  161-179;  Jones  and  Singer,  1972:  27-88). 
These  variables  include  the  aggregate  socio-political  and  physical,  realities 
which  constitute  the  global  milieu.  The  factors  may  be  organized  into  four 
general  clusters  (Andriole,  1975e). 

Subsystemic  phenomena  can  be  operationalized  easily.  Brecher  (1968) 
emphasizes  the  different  "levels"  which  foreign  policy-makers  perceive.  The 
tripartite  global/ subordinate/bilateral  classification  enables  researchers  to 
determine  if  a decision-maker's  attention  is  allocated  in  a biased  fashion. 

For  example,  India's  Krishna  Menon  was  indifferent  to  the  regional  sub- 
system (Brecher,  1968:  31^) • 

Other  systemic  phenomena  have  been  operationalized  in  several  major  studies 
(Haas,  197^5  Singer  and  Small,  1972).  However,  it  should  be  noted  that  global 
factors  are  decidedly  perceptual  in  nature.  "Objective  reality"  is  filtered 
through  the  perceptual  lenses  of  the  individuals  who  conduct  foreign  policy. 

It  may  be  necessary  to  assemble  data  on  decision-maker  perceptions  of  the 
international  system. 
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3.  Classificatory  Scheme  of  States 

The  classificatory  scheme  of  states  should  feature  those  attributes  which 
are  most  directly  relevant  to  a state's  foreign  policy  behavior.  Based  on  a 
review  of  prior  work,  three  distinct  dimensions  were  selected  for  classifica- 
tion purposes  (Wilkenfeld,  1975a).  The  first  dimension  refers  to  economic 
structure’  the  second  dimension  consists  of  governmental  factors;  the  third 
dimension  includes  capability  variables  of  various  typer. 

Each  dimension  consists  of  a number  of  distinct  variables.  While  prior 
classificatory  schemes  have  employed  single  indicators  for  the  standard  dimen- 
sions of  size,  wealth,  and  politics,  a multiple  indicator  approach  is  prefer- 
able. Furthermore,  dichotomization  will  be  avoided  in  favor  of  a strategy  of 
positioning  states  along  c^utlnuuA  representing  the  three  dimensions. 

The  state  attributes  have  been  converted  into  measurable  variables  and 
the  data  have  been  assembled  (Andriole,  197 5d ; McCauley,  1975).  The  data  set 
consists  of  27  variables  for  five  years  (1966  to  1970)  and  56  states.  The 
dimensions  and  variables  are  listed  on  the  next  page  in  Table  2. 

4.  Classificatory  Scheme  of  Events 

Fig^ re  4 presents  our  conceptualization  of  the  dimensions  of  a foreign 
policy  event.  The  first  dimension  is  spatial  and  refers  to  the  geographical 
area  in  which  the  event  occurs.  The  temporal  dimension  refers  to  the  actual 
time  when  the  event  occurs.  The  relational  dimension  includes  variables  rele*’ 
ting  to  participants.  Attributes  consist  of  the  number  of  parties  involved 
and  their  hierarchical  order.  Geographical  proximity  and  the  number  of  actors 
involved  (monads,  dyads,  etc.)  are  both  important  aspects  of  the  relational 
dimension.  Situational  attributes  concern  the  operational  context  within 


which  a decision  must  be  formulated.  Hie  event  attributes  of  threat,  time, 
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STATE  DIMENSIONS  AND  VARIABLES 
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I.  ECONOMIC  DIMENSION 

(1)  GNP  per  capita; 

(2)  Gross  domestic  fixed  capital  formation  as  a % of  GUP; 

(3)  % of  Gross  Domestic  Product  (GDP)  originating  in  agriculture; 

(4)  % of  CjP  originating  in  industry; 

(5)  Energy  consumption  per  capita; 

(6)  °j0  of  total  economically  active  male  population  engaged  in  agricultural 
occupations ; 

(7)  °Jo  of  total  economically  active  male  population  engaged  in  professional 
and  technical  occupations; 

II.  CAPABILITY  DIMENSION 
Size 

(8)  Total  area; 

(9)  Total  population; 

(10)  GNP; 

Military  Power 

(11)  Total  military  manpower; 

(12)  # of  naclear  weapons; 

(13)  Total  defense  expenditure; 

(14)  Defense  expenditure  per  capita; 

Resource  Base 

(15)  °jo  of  total  food  supply  domestically  produced; 

(iC)  °/0  of  energy  consumed  domestically  produced; 

III.  GOVERNMENTAL  DIMENSION 
Political  Development 

(17)  # of  political  parties; 

(18)  # of  government  units; 

(19)  Horizontal  power  distribution; 

(20)  Local  government  autonomy: 

Structure 

(21)  Selection  of  effective  executive; 

(22)  Legislative  effectiveness; 

(23)  Legislative  selection; 

(24)  # of  coups  d'etat; 

(25)  # of  major  constitutional  changes; 

(26)  # of  major  cabinet  changes; 

(27)  # of  changes  in  effective  executive. 

M 0~ 
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and  awareness  (see  Ilenj.nn,  1969)  are  housed  here.  The  substantd al  dimension 
refers  to  the  specific  issue  area  (economic , politics!. . diplomatic,  military- 
security).  The  final  dimension,  the  behavioral;,  may  be  conceptualized  in  terms 
of  a conflict-cooperation  continuum. 

Fortunately,  operationalization  of  the  event  portion  of  the  framework 
will  not  be  difficult.  In  fact,  it  has  already  been  decided  to  use  another 
ARPA- supported  data  collection,  the  WEIS  or  World  Event  Interaction  Survey 
events  data  set. 

The  foreign  policy  or  events  segment  of  the  framework  may  be  utilized  for 
a variety  of  theoretical  and  policy-relevant  pursuits.  To  cite  one  specific 
example,  the  situational  dimension  could  be  singled  out  for  intensive  analysis. 
Events  of  high  threat,  low  tine  for  response,  and  high  awareness  (i.e., 
crises)  may  be  posited  to  be  independent  variables  which  affect  factors  in 
the  component  realm  of  the  framework.  Bie  framework  could  thus  be  employed 
for  research  into  the  dynamics  of  international  security  crises. 

D.  CONCLUSION 

The  overarching  framework  has  now  been  constructed  and  the  operationaliza- 
tion task  has  been  initiated.  Operationalization  will  continue  to  occupy 
the  second  year  of  research:  analysis  will  be  conducted  during  the  third  year 
of  research. 

The  strategy  of  constructing  a comprehensive,  comparative,  qperationalizable, 
and  policy-relevant  framework  for  analysis  has  been  productive.  The  framework 
has  already  served  the  important  function  of  organizing  a mass  of  disparate 
research.  The  explicit,  painstaking  conceptualization  of  type  of  state  and 
type  of  event  factors  has  yielded  two  classificatory  schemes  which  represent  a 
distinct  improvement  over  earlier  formulations. 
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Operationalization  is  both  a challenge  and  a prelude.  The  task  is  challeng- 
ing because  preceding  work  has  been  so  haphazard  and  undisciplined.  But  the 
conversion  of  conceptual  phenomena  into  actual  variables  is  crucial  for  the 
impending  analytical  phase  of  research.  Unlike  most  earlier  efforts,  this 
framework  will  be  subjected  to  the  two  crucial  tests — operationalization  and 
analysis.  The  failure  to  conduct  these  tests  would  simply  reinforce  the  per- 
vasive lack  of  progress  in  the  scientific  study  of  foreign  policy.  The  imple- 
mentation of  a comprehensive  framework  offers  the  hope  that  foreign  policy 
research  can  become  both  intellectually  stimulating  and  practically  useful. 
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FOOTNOTES 

*While  the  operationalization  phase  of  the  Interstate  Behavior  Analysis 
Project  is  still  in  its  early  stages,  a number  of  individuals  have  already  been 
of  invaluable  assistance.  Arthur  Banks  of  the  Center  for  Comparative  Political 
Research  at  the  State  University  of  New  York  at  Binghamton  has  graciously 
responded  with  alacrity  to  several  requests  for  substantial  amounts  of  data. 

Joyce  Kaufman  of  the  Inter-University  Consortium  for  Political  Research  has 
also  been  an  excellent  source  of  advice  and  assistance.  IBA  Project  personnel- 
including  Dorette  Feit,  Robert  McCauley,  and  Patricia  Waldron— have  cheerfully 
and  competently  initiated  the  arduous  processes  of  data  collection,  assembly, 
and  analysis.  Api  rc'inl.i  on  is  nls'<  MOly  iV*vK.-r  i‘>»r  typing  the 

manuscript  and  assuming  a vast  number  of  crucial  administrative  duties. 

Stephen  J.  Andriole,  a Principal  Investigator  and  Co-Director  of  the  IBA  Project, 
was  and  continues  to  be  a source  of  inspiration  and  advice. 

^The  major  frameworks  are  described  and  assessed  in  Andriole  et  al.  (1975a). 

One  exceptic  is  the  Brecher  frame woi k,  which  has  been  operationalized 
for  the  case  of  Israel  (see  Brecher,  1972).  Vlhile  the  Rosenau  framework  has 
continued  to  attract  attention  and  has  served  as  a stimulus  for  subsequent 
inquiry  no  effort  has  been  made  to  r perationalize  and  test  the  framework  per 
se. 

■^This  point  is  discussed  in  detail  in  Andriole  (1975a). 

^The  distinction  between  the  two  forms  of  analysis  is  explicated  in  detail 
in  Hopple  (1975f). 

^Relevance  and  framework-construction  are  discussed  in  Andriole  (1975a,  19756 

^On  components,  see  Hopple  (1975a).  Each  component  is  discussed  in  detail 
in  various  IBA  research  reports;  see  Hopple  (I975<i,  1975e,  197^a,  197^b)  and 
Andriole  (I975e,  1975f). 


33 


?Each  component  could  be  analyzed  intensively . In-depth  scrutiny  would 
entail  the  exhaustive  specification  of  each  variable  area  within  a component. 

For  analysis  of  the  entire  framework,  this  strategy  would  be  time-consuming 
and  unproductive . Since  belief  systems  can  be  measured  more  easily  than  psy- 
chodynamic and  personality  trait  variables,  the  focus  will  be  on  decision- 
maker belief  systems.  This  choice  is  justified  in  Hopple  (1975c). 

O 

The  classificatory  scheme  of  events  is  discussed  in  detail  in  Andriole 
(I975h,  1975c). 

^This  view  equates  foreign  policy  behavior  with  thousands  of  discrete 
even':s.  Foreign  policy  may  also  be  defined  as  patterned  sequences;  temporal 
classifications  of  American  foreign  policy  (the  isolationism  era  between  1919 
and  1941,  the  Cold  War  period,  etc.)  exemplify  this  macroscopic  focus.  Isolated 
events  and  recurring  spatio-temporal  patterns  exemplify  two  divergent  defini- 
tions of  "foreign  policy."  The  definition  v;hich  is  employed  in  actual  research 
depends  on  the  purposes  and  resources  of  a specific  study.  Hermann  and  Salmore 
(1975:  5-6)  distinguish  between  discrete  behavior  and  patterns  of  behavior. 

The  distinction  between  an  event  and  a decision  should  also  be  noted  (Hopple, 
19751*:  4). 

•^Ironically,  most  foreign  policy  analysts  have  failed  to  define  their 
key  analytical  unit,  as  Kegley  (1973:  8)  notes  in  a lucid;;.' passage  on  the  problem. 
Varying  definitions  are  presented  in  Hermann  (1972),  Kegley  (1973) > and 
Salmore  and  1 'unton  (1974). 

•^Figure  5 illustrates  source  and  reponsive  process  analysis.  Initiative 
process  analysis  is  illustrated  in  Figure  15-A  of  Andriole  (1975a);  in  this 
form  of  foreign  policy  analysis,  the  components  are  sources  of  decision  stimuli 
(the  independent  variables)  as  well  as  dependent varir’  lor.  which  may  be  affected 
by  the  foreign  policy  process. 


Obviously,  the  delineation  of  the  proper  scope  of  a field  of  inquiry 
is  crucial.  It  should  be  noted  that  effectuation  or  implementation  and  feed- 
back may  both  be  incorporated  into  process  analyses. 

13 

Other  forms  of  policy -re levant  inquiry  can  also  be  gleaned  from  the 
framework.  Case  studies,  which  are  generally  of  more  immediate  value  to 
policy-makers  who  are  confronting  a specific  adversary  in  a specific  situation, 
can  be  conducted  by  using  the  framevork  as  an  organizational  device  for  case 
study  data.  Ultimately,  the  accumulation  of  comparative  case  studjr  data  would 
be  of  immeasurable  value. 

^Furthermore,  the  various  quantitative  data  sets  are  not  comparable. 

For  example,  a domestic  conflict  data  set  may  exist  for  one  sample  of  countries 
and  time  periods  while  an  alliance  data  set  exists  for  a different  set  of 
national  systems  and  time  periods. 

vThe  case  study  literature  is  summarized  in  Haas  (1974). 

^Elem°nts  of  the  framework  are  applied  to  India's  foreign  policy  behavior* 

see  Erecher  (1963). 

17 

As  noted,  this  criticism  has  been  directed  at  the  mammoth  framework  of 

Snyder  et  al.  (1962). 

18 

i.  n °d,  case  studies  can  be  profitably  conducted  as  an  adjunct  to  quan- 
titative research.  From  a policy-relevance  perspective , case  studies  are  more 
realistic  and  address  the  concerns  of  decision-makers  in  a more  direct  fashion. 
Comparative  case  study  data  on  crises  (involving  different  issues  and  actors) 
would  be  of  immense  value  to  the  policy  community.  From  a theoretical  or 
scientific  vantage  point,  case  studies  can  be  used  to  prune  down  the  list  of 
factors.  For  example,  prior  case  studies  suggest  that  interest  groups  rarely 
play  a determinative  role  in  the  foreign  policy  process  and  exert  an  impact 
only  in  a few  issue  areas  (see  Cohen,  1957  > 1959;  Hopple,  1974a;  Mllbrath, 

1967). 
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19 

This  assumption  certainly  does  not  preclude  the  consideration  of  other 
actors.  Both  subnatirnal  units  (such  as  sect  ’.sionist  movements  and  interest 
groups)  and  supranational  units  (such  as  multinational  corporations  and 
various  intergovernmental  organizations)  can  impact  upon  foreign  policy  be- 
havior. In  fact,  non-state  actors  may  initiate  and  receive  foreign  policy  be- 
haviors. The  foci s of  the  IE^.  research,  however,  is  on  "sovereign  states." 

20 

Such  independent  validity  evidence  would  be  derived  from  other  source 
material  (biographies,  memoirs,  speeches  to  different  audiences> etc. ) for  each 
member  of  the  foreign  policy  elite  sample.  Obviously,  this  task  would  be  too 

time-consuming  and  expensive  in  comparative  research  involving  many  systems. 

21 

The  liteiuture  is  reviewed  in  Hopple  (1975c).  The  major  comparative 
research  includes  the  Staniord  content  analytic  studies  of  the  191^-  crisis  and 

the  Cuban  missile  crisis  (sec  Holsti,  1972). 

2° 

"When  the  data  are  amassed,  it  would  be  possible  to  measure  values  (and 
compare  rankings)  within  populations  and  across  systems  at  macs  and  elite 
levels.  Internal  mass -elite  discrepancies  may  predict  to  instability  in 
foreign  policy  goals  and  betiavior.  Differences  in  value  rankings  across  systems 
may  be  associated  with  differences  in  foreign  policy  behavior  and  may  predict 
to  conflict  between  states.  Across  time,  value  ranking  differences  may  be 
expected  to  fluctuate;  such  trends  would  both  shape  foreign  policy  behavior 
and  reflect  prior  changes  in  systemic  characteristics.  The  probable  value  homo- 
geneity of  European  foreign  policy  elites  in  l8l5  and  the  expected  value  hetero- 
geneity of  the  same  elite  group  in  1939  furnishes  an  illustration. 

OO 

JThe  previously  specified  distinction  between  type  of  state  (static  national 
"ttributes)  and  component  variables  should  be  reemphasized.  As  noted,  the  type  of 
state  variable  cluster  is  posited  to  be  intervening  in  nature  whereas  ccmpo- 
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nents  generate  independent  variables  (in  the  case  of  source  analysis).  Generally, 
factors  that  can  be  conceptualized  as  rates  e id  trends  (such  as  rate  of  popu- 
lation increase)  are  assigned  to  the  components. 


37 


REFERENCES 


Almond,  G.  and  S.  Verba  (1963)  The  Civic  Culture.  Boston:  Little,  Erown. 

Andriole,  S.  J.  (1975a)  "The  Comparative  Study  of  Foreign  Policy:  En  Route  to 

a Productive  Conceptual  Framework.”  Interstate  Beuavior  Analysis  (IBA) 
Research  Report  #15,  Dept,  of  Government  and  Polities,  University  of 
dryland,  August. 


Andriole,  S.  J.  (197%)  "Conceptualizing  the  Dimensions  of  Interstate  Behavior." 
Presented  at  the  Southwestern  Political  Science  Association  Annual  Meeting. 
San  Anvonio,  Texas,  March  (IBA  Research  Report  #8). 


•975c) 


— — - ~ke  Pei-nition,  Conceptualization,  and  Classification  of 

Foreign  Policy:  Pacifying  a Few  Exasperating  Analytical  Issues."  Inter- 

Behavior  Analysis  (IBA)  Project  Working  Paper  #3,  Dept,  of  Government 
and  Politics,  University  of  Maryland,  January. 

-rr-r  (;975d)  "General  Coding  Instructions:  Typology  of  States."  Interstate 

Behavior  A.  a,.ysis  (TM)  Project  Research  Report  #14,  Dept,  of  Government  and 
Politics,  University  of  Maryland,  June. 


(I975e)  Global  Systemic  Variables  and  the  Study  of  Foreign  Policy." 

Interstate  Behavior  Analysis  (IBA)  Project  Research  Report  #6,  Dept,  of 
Govei nment  and  Politics,  University  of  Maryland,  February. 


(1975f)  'Interstate  Realities  and  the  Conduct  of  Foreign  Policy." 

Intersoate  Behavior  Analysis  (ISA)  Project  Research  Report  #5,  Dept,  of 
Government  and  Politics,  University  of  Maryland,  January. 


-- — (19  M’tO  A Multi-Stage  Design  for  uhe  Production  of  Policy -Relevant 
. orcign  Policy  KnOTleJ.ee."  Presented  at  the  Northeastern  Political  Science 
Association  Annual  Meeting.  New  Brunswick,  New  Jersey,  November. 


> J.  Wilkenfcld,  and 

tive  Analysis  of  Foreign 
19  (June):  16O-I9O. 


G.  U.  Hopple  (1975a)  "A  Framework  for  the  Compara- 
Policy  Behavior."  Internationa]  Studies  Quarterly, 


(1975b)  "The  Sources  and  Processes  of  Foreign  Policy  Behavior:  A 

Panoramic  Conceptualization."  Presented  at  the  International  Studies 
Association  Annual  “eeting.  Washington,  D.C.,  February. 

Banks,  A.  S.  (3.971)  Cross-Polity  Time-Series  Data.  Cambridge,  Mass.* 

MIT  Press. 


Bonham,  G.  M.s  M.  J. 
Model  of  Foreign 
coming. 


1 apo.ro,  and  G.  J.  Nczicka  (1976)  "A  Cognitive  Process 
Policy  Decision-Making."  Simulation  and  Gaming,  forth- 


Brady • , L.  P.  (1975)  Explaining  Foreign  Policy  Behavior  Using  Transitory 
Qualities  of  Situations."  Presented  at  the  American  Political  Science 
Association  Annual  Meeting.  San  Francisco,  September. 


38 


Brecher,  M.  (1974a)  Decisions  in  Israel's  Foreign  Policy.  New  Haven:  Yale 
University  Press. 

(1974b)  "inputs  and  Decisions  for  War  and  Peace:  The  Israel  Experience." 

Internrtional  Studies  Quarterly  l8  (June). 

(1973)  "Images,  Process,  and  Feedback  in  Foreign  Policy:  Israel's 

Decisions  on  German  Reparations."  American  Political  Science  Review  6? 
(March):  73-102. 


(1972)  The  Foreign  Policy  System  of  Israel.  New  Haven:  Yale 

University  Press. 

(1988)  India  and  World  Politics:  Krishna  Menon's  View  of  the  World. 

Now  York:  Praegcr. 

et  al.  (1969)  'A  Framework  for  Research  on  Foreign  Policy  Behavior." 

Journal  of  Conflict  Resolution  13  (Mar^h):  75-101. 

Brodin,  K.  (1972)  "Belief  Systems,  Doctrines,  and  Foreign  Policy."  Cooperation 
and  Conflict  7:  97-112. 

Burgess,  P.  M.  and  R.  V,?.  Lawton  (1972)  Indicators  of  International  Behavior: 

An  Assessment  of  Events  Data  Receari  h.  Sage  Professional  Papers  in 
Inter national  Studies. 

Choucri,  N.  and  R.  C.  North  (1975)  Nations  in  Conflict:  National  Growth  and 

International  Violence.  San  Francisco:  W.  H.  Freeman  and  Company. 

Cohen,  B.  C.  (1973)  The  Public's  Impact  on  Foreign  Policy.  Boston:  Little, 

Ercwn. 

Cohen,  B.  C.  (1959)  The  Influence  of  Non-Governmental  Groups  in  Foreign  Policy- 
Making.  Boston:  World  Peace  Foundation. 

(1957)  The  Political  Process  and  Foreign  Policy:  The  Making  of  the 

Japanese  Peace  Settlement.  Princeton:  Princeton  University  Press. 

and  S.  A.  Harris  (1975)  "Foreign  Policy,"  pp.  381-438  in  F.  I.  Greenstein 

and  N.  W.  Polsby  (eds.),  Policies  and  Policymaking.  Handbook  of  Political 
Science,  Vol.  6.  Reading,  Mass.:  Addison-Wesley . 

D 'Amato,  A.  A.  (19&7)  "Psychological  Constructs  in  Foreign  Policy  Prediction." 
Journal  of  Conflict  Resolution  11  (September):  294-311. 

East,  M.  A.  (1975)  "Explaining  Foreign  Policy  Using  National  Attributes." 

Presented  at  the  American  Political  Science  Association  Annual  Meeting. 

San  Francisco,  September. 

(1973)  "Size  and  Foreign  Policy  Behavior:  A Test  of  Two  Models." 

World  Politics  24  (July):  556-576. 


Eckhardt,  W.  and  R.  X.  White  (1967)  "A  Test  of  the  Mirror- Image  Hypothesis: 
Kennedy  and  Khrushchev,"  Journal  of  Ccnniict  Resolution  11  (September): 
325-332. 

George,  A.  L.  and  J.  L.  Geoi'ge  (1$ 64)  Woodrow  Wilson  and  Colonel  House:  A 

Persona  lity  Stuay.  Now  York:  Dover. 

Gladstone,  A.  I.  and  M.  A.  Taylor  (1953)  "Threat-related  Attitudes  and  Reactions 
to  Communications  about  International  Events."  Journal  of  Conflict 
Resolution  2 (torch):  17-28. 

Greenstein,  F.  I.  (1909)  Personality  and  Politics:  Problems  of  Evidence, 

Inference  and  Conceptualization.  Chicago:  Markham. 

Haas,  M.  (1974)  International  Conflict.  Indianapolis:  Bobbs-Merrill. 

Halperin,  M,  PI.  (1974)  Bureaucratic  Politics  and  Foreign  Policy.  V.’ashington: 

Brookings . 

Hermann,  C.  F.  (1973)  'Bureaucratic  Politics  and  Foreign  Policy  Behavior:  A 
Theoretical  Framework  Using  Events  Data."  Presented  at  the  International 
Studies  Association  Annual  Meeting.  New  York,  March. 

(1972)  "Policy  Classification:  A.  Xey  to  the  Comparative  Study  of 

foreign  Policy.  pp,  58-79  in  J.  N.  Rosenau  et  al.  (cds.)  The  Analysis 
of  International  Politics.  New  York:  The  Free  Press. 

Hermann,  C.  F.  (1971)  "What  Is  a Foreign  Policy  Event?"  pp.  295-321  in 

VJ.  F.  Hanrieder  (ed.)  Comparative  Foreign  Policy:  Theoretical  Essays. 

Hew  York:  McKay. 

(1969)  "International  Crisis  as  a Situational  Variable,"  pp.  409-421 

in  J.  N.  Rosenau  (ed.)  International  Politics  and  Foreign  Policy.  New 
YOa’k:  The  Free  Press. 

Hermann,  C.  F.  and  S.  A.  Salrocre  (1975)  "Toward  Integrating  CREQN  Perspectives 
for  Multi-Causal  Explanations  of  Foreign  Policy  Behavior."  Presented  at 
the  American  Political  Science  Assocation  Annual  Meeting.  San  Francisco, 
September. 

_____  _>  0.  F. , M.  G.  Hermann,  and  R.  A.  editor  (1974)  "Counterattack  or  Delay: 
Characteristics  Influencing  Decision  Maker's  Responses  to  the  Simulation  of 
an  Unidentified  Attack."  Journal  of  Conflict  Resolution  18  (March): 

75-106. 

Hermann,  C.  F.  et  al.  (1973)  CliEON : A Foreign  Events  Data  Set*  Beverly  Hills: 
Sage  Professional  Papers  in  International  Studies  02-024. 

Hermann,  M.  G.  (1975)  "Explaining  Foreign  Policy  Behavior  Using  Personal 

Characteristics  of  Political  Leaders."  Presented  at  the  American  Political 
Science  Association  Annual  Meeting.  Son  Francisco,  September. 


40 


(1974)  "Leader  Personality  and  Foreign  Policy  Behavior,"  pp.  201-234 

in  J.  N.  Rosenau  (ed.)  Comparing  Foreigr  Policies:  Theories,  Findings, 

Methods.  Uew  York:  Halsted. 

Holsti , 0.  R.  (1972)  Crisis,  Escalation,  War.  Montreal  and  London:  McGill- 

Queen's  University  Press. 

Hopple,  G.  U.  (1976a)  "Public  Opinion  and  Foreign  Policy:  The  Empirical  and 

Prescriptive  Utility  of  the  Lascwell  Decision  Model."  To  be  presented 
at  the  International  Studies  Association  Annual  Meeting.  Toronto, 

Canada,  February. 

Hrpple,  G.  W.  (1979b)  'Societal  Factors  in  the  Comparative  Study  of  Interstate 
Behavior:  In  Operational  Formulation. " Interstate  Behavior  Analysis 

(ILA)  Project  Re  march  Report  #18,  Department  of  Government  and  Politics, 
University  of  Maryland,  January. 

(1975a  )' Comparative  Foreign  Policy:  Determinants  c£  Action  and  Reaction." 

Presented  at  the  ' outlive  stern  Political  Science  Association  Annual  Meeting. 

San  Antonio,  Texes,  March  (IEA  Research  Report  $11). 

(1975b)  "The  Comparative  Study  of  Foreign  Policy  and  the  'Date  Gap' 

Problem:  An  Interim  Report."  International  Behavior  Analysis  (IBA) 

Project  Research  Report  #13,  Department  of  Government  and  Politics, 
University  of  Maryland,  July. 

(1975c)  "Psychological  Sources  of  Foreign  Policy  Behavior:  The  Belief 

Systems  Approach  ard  Content  Analysis."  Interstate  Behavior  Analysis 
(IBA)  Project  Research  Report  ,#16,  Department  of  Government  and  Politics, 
University  of  I dryland,  October. 

(1975H)  "Feblic  Opinion  and  the  C reparative  Study  of  Foreign  Policy: 

An  Evaluation  rf  Research  and  Theory."  Interstate  Behavior  Analysis  (IBA) 
Project  Research  Report  f/lO,  Department  of  Government  and  Politics, 

University  of  Maryland,  February. 

(1975e)  "The  Societal  Component  and  the  Comparative  Study  of  Foreign 

Policy.  Interstate  Behavior  Anaxysis  (IBA)  Project  Research  Report  #4, 
Department  of  Government  and  Politics,  University  of  Maryland,  January. 

(I975f)  "The  Sources  ar.d  Processes  of  International  Behavior:  An 

Explicit  Conceptualisation  With  a View  Toward  Analysis."  Interstate 
Behavior  Analysis  (IBA)  Project  Working  Paper  #4,  Department  of  Govern- 
ment ana  Politics,  University  of  Maryland,  July. 

(1974a)  "Internal  Political  Variables  and  the  Comparative  Study  of 

Foreign  Policy  Behavior:  A Framework  for  Research."  Interstate  Behavior 

Analysis  (IBA)  Project  Research  Report  #3,  Department  of  Government  and 
Politics,  University  of  Maryland,  December. 

(1974b)  "The  Psychological  Component  and  the  Comparative  Study  of 

Foreign  Policy  Behavior:  Issues,  Strategies,  and  Problems  of  Operation- 

alization. Interstate  Behavior  Analysis  (IBA)  Project  Research  Report 
#2,  Department  of  Government  and  Politics,  University  of  Iferyland,  November. 


Ul 


Jones,  S.  D.  and  J,  D.  Singer  (1972)  Beyond  Conjecture  in  International  Politics 
Itasca,  Illinois:  Peacock. 

Kegley,  C.  W.,  Jr.  (1973)  A General  Empirical  typology  of  Foreign  Policy  Behavior. 
Sage  Professional  Papers  in  International  Studies. 

et  al.  (1975)  International  Events  and  the  Comparative  Analysis  of 

Foreign  Policy.  Columbia:  University  of  South  Carolina  Press. 

McCauley,  R.  N.  (1975)  "A  Preliminary  Factor  Analytic  Exploration  of  the  State 
Attribute  Detain."  Interstate  Behavior  Analysis  (IBA)  Project  Research 
Report  r,'l7,  Department  of  Government  and  Politics,  University  of  Maryland, 
October. 


McCauley,  R.  N,  and  J.  Uilkenfeld  (1975)  "^he  Sources  of  Arab-Israeli  Strife, 

I9U9-1967."  Paper  presented  at  the  North  American  Peace  Science  Conference 


of  the  Peace  Science  Ccooicy 


( Int ’ 1 ) . . Cambridge 


1'fcjG*. , November 


McGcwan,  P.  J.  and  H.  B.  Shapiro  (1973)  The  Comparative  Study  of  Foreign  Policy: 
A Survey  of  Scientific  Findings.  Beverly  Hills:  Sage  Publications. 


Meckstroth,  T.  W.  (1975)  "'Most  Different  Systems'  and  'Most  Similar  Systems': 

A Study  in  the  Logic  of  Comparative  Inquiry."  Comparative  Political  Studies 
8 (July):  132-157. 

Merritt,  R.  L.  (l?72)  "Public  Opinion  and  Foreign  Policy."  Policy  Studies 
Journal  1 (Winter):  86-91. 


Milbrath,  L.  W.  (1967)  "Interest  Groups  and  Foreign  Policy,"  pp.  221-251  in 
J.  N.  Rosenau  (cl.)  Domestic  Sources  of  Foreit  Policy.  New  York:  The 

Free  Press. 


Muell-r,  J.  E.  (1969)  "Ihe  Use  of  Content  Analysis  in  International  Relations," 
pp.  187-197  in  G,  Gerbner  et  al.,  The  Analysis  of  Communication  Content*  New 
York:  Join  Wiley  and  Sons* 

Paige,  G.  D.  (1968)  The  Korean  Decision.  New  York:  The  Free  Press. 

Paul,  D.  W.  (1971)  "Soviet  Foreign  Policy  and  the  Invasion  of  Czechoslovakia: 

A Theory  and  a Case  Study."  International  Studies  Quarterly  15  (June): 
159-202. 

Phillips,  W.  R.  (1973)  "The  Conflict  Environment  of  Nations:  A Study  cf  Conflict 

Inputs  to  Nations  in  1963, " pp.  12h-lh7  in  J.  Wilkenfeld  (ed.)  Conflict 
Eehavior  and  Linkage  Politics.  New  York:  McKay. 

(1971)  "The  Dynamics  of  Behavioral  Action  and  Reaction  in  International 

Conflict."  Peace  Research  Society  Papers  17:  31-^ • 

Powell,  C.  A.  et  al.  (197*0  "Determinants  of  Foreign  Policy  Behavior:  A Causal 

Modeling  Approach,"  pp.  151-170  in  J.  N.  Rosenau  (ed.)  Comparing  Foreign 
Policies:  Theories,  Findings,  Methods.  New  York:  Halsted. 


Przevorski,  A.  and  H.  Teune  (1970)  The  Logic  cf  Comparative  Social  Inquiry. 

New  York:  Wiley- Inter f;cience. 

Rokeach,  M.  (3975)  "Value  Images  of  Science  and  the  Values  of  Science.”  Wash- 
ington State  University,  Pullman,  Washington,  mimeo. 

(1973)  The  Nature  of  Human  Values.  New  York:  The  Free  Press. 

(19o8)  Beliefs,  Attitudes,  and  Values:  A Theory  of  Organization  and 

Change.  San  Francisco:  Joesey-Bass. 

, R.  Homar.t,  and  L.  Fenner  (1970)  "A  Value  Analysis  of  the  Disputed 

Federalist  Papers,"  Journal  of  Personality  and  Social  Psychology,  l6: 
245-250. 

Rosenau,  J.  N.  (1974)  Comparing  Foreign  Policies:  Theories,  Findings,  Methods. 

New  York:  Kalsted. 

■ (1966)  "Pre-Theories  and  Theories  of  Foreign  Policy,"  p p.  27-92  in 

R.  B.  Farrell  (ed.)  Approaches  to  Comparative  and  International  Politics. 
Evanston,  Illinois:  Northwestern  University  Press. 

, P.  M.  Eurgec.s,  and  C.  F.  Her  mar  in  (1973)  "The  Adaptation  of  Foreign 

Policy  Research:  A Case  Study  of  an  An ti-Case  Study  Project."  Inter- 
national Studies  Quarterly  17  (March):  119-144. 

Salmore,  S.  A.  ard  C.  F.  Hermann  (19G9)  Effect  of  ‘Size,  Development  and 
Accountability  on  Foreign  Policy."  Peace  Research  Society  Papers  l4: 
15-30. 

Salmore,  S.  A.  and  D.  E.  Munton  (3974)  "Classifying  Foreign  Policy  Behaviors: 
An  Empirically  Lrsed  Typology,"  in  J.  II.  Rosenau  (ca.)  Comparing  Foreign 
Policies:  Theories,  Findings,  Methods.  New  York:  Halsted. 

Salmore,  B.  G.  and  3.  A Salmore  (1975)  "Regime  Const; ' nts  ard  Foi  Policy 
Behc  -ior."  Presented  at  the  American  Political  , -ence  Association  Annual 
Meeting.  San  Francisco,  September. 

Singer,  J.  D.  (19&4)  "Soviet  and  American  Foreign  Policy  Attitudes:  Content 

Analysis  of  Elite  Articulations."  Journal  of  Conflict  Resolution  8 
(December):  424-485. 

and  M.  Smell  (1972)  The  Wages  of  War,  1816-1965:  A Statistical  Hand- 
book. New  York:  John  Wiley  and  Sons. 

Snyder,  R.  C.  et  al.  (1962)  Decision-Making  as  an  Approach  to  the  Study  of 
International  Politics.  New  York:  The  Free  Press. 

Sondennann,  F.  A.  (l96l)  "The  Linkage  between  Foreign  Policy  and  International 
Politics,"  pp.  8-17  in  J.  N.  Rosenau  (ed.),  International  1 litics  and 
Foreign  Policy.  New  York:  The  Free  Press  of  Glencoe. 


Tsnter,  8.  (1972)  "International  Systen,  and  foreign  policy 

caticne  for  Conflict  Modelling  and  Kanaf.ment,  _PP-  T-39  in  E‘  inCeton, 
R.  H.  Ullman,  Theory  and  Policy  In  Internationa.!.  Relation  . 

New  Jersey:  Princeton  University  Press. 

Vasquez,  J.  A.  (3975)  "Statistical  Findings  in  ^temati^al^ Politic 5^^ 
Bata- Based  Assessment."  Presented  at  the  American  *oli-ic  1 
Association  Annual  Meeting.  San  Francisco,  September. 


Welch,  W.  and  J.  F.  Tri  ska  (1971)  "Soviet  Policy  Studies  and  Foreign  Policy 
Models."  World  Politics:  704-733* 

White,  R.  (1949)  "Hitler,  Roosevelt,  and  The  Nature  of  War  Propaganda."  Journal 
of  Abnormal  and  Social  Psychology  44:  157-1 1 5* 

San  Antoni o Texas,  March  (IBA  Research  Report  #7). 


(1975b)  "A  Time-Series 
East,"  in  P.  McGowan  (ed.) 
Studies,  Vol.  ill.  Beverly 


Perspective  on  Conflict  Behavior  in  the  Middle 
Sage  International  Yearbook  of  Foreign  Policy 
Hills,  Calif.:  Sage  Publications, 


Uk 


II.  PAPERS 

A.  RESEARCH  REPORTS 

IBA  Research  Report  #1:  Stepher  . Andriole,  Jonathan  Wilkenfeld,  and 

Gerald  W.  Hcpple,  "A  Framework  for  tlv  rrparative  Analysis  of  Foreign  Pol5cy 
Behavior,"  International  Studies  Quarterly,  June,  197? • 

EA  Research  report  #2:  Gerald  W.  Hopple,  "The  Psychological  Component 

and  the  Comparative  Study  of  Foreign  Policy  Behavior:  Issues,  Strategies,  and 

Problems  of  Operationalization." 

IBA  Research  Report  #3:  Gerald  W.  Hopple,  "Internal  Political  Variables 
and  the  Comparative  Study  of  Foreign  Policy:  A Framework  for  Research  and 
Analysis." 

IBA  Research  Report  #U:  Gerald  W.  Hopple,  "The  Societal  Component  and 

the  Comparative  Study  of  Foreign  Policy." 

IBA  Research  Report  7#5:  Stephen  J.  Andriole,  "Interstate  Realities  and 

the  Conduct  of  Foreign  Policy." 

IBA  Research  Report  #6:  Stephen  J.  Andriole,  "Global  Systemic  Variables 

and  the  Comparative  Study  of  Foreign  Policy." 

IBA  Research  Report  #7:  Jonathan  Wilkenfeld,  "Comparative  Foreign  Policy: 

A Typology  of  States,"  presented  at  the  Southwestern  Political  Science  Associa- 
tion Annual  Meetings,  San  Antonio,  Texas,  March  26-29,  1975. 

IBA  Rerear :h  Rupert  #8:  Stephen  J.  Andriole  "Conceptual; zir.g  the  Dimen- 

sions of  Interstate  Behavior,"  presented  ut  the  Southwestern  Political  Science 
Association  Araril  Matings,  San  Antonio,  Texas , March  26-29,  1975. 

IBA  Rerearch  Report  # 9:  Stephen  J.  Andriole,  Jonathan  Wilkenfeld,  and 

Gerald  W.  Hopple,  "The  Sources  and  Processes  of  Foreign  Policy  Behavior:  A 

Panoramic  Conceptualization,"  presented  at  the  International  Studies  Asso- 
ciation Annual  Meeting , Washington,  D.C.,  February  19-22,  1975 • 

IBA  Research  Report  #10:  Gerald  W.  Hopple,  "Public  Opinion  and  the 

Comparative  Study  of  Foreign  Policy." 

IBA  Research  Report  #11:  Gerald  W.  Hopple,  "Comparative  Foreign  Policy: 

Determinants  of  Action  and  Reaction,"  presented  at  the  Southwestern  Political 
Science  Association  Annual  Meeting,  San  Antonio,  Texas,  March  26-29,  1975. 

IDA  Research  Report  #12:  Stephen  J.  Andriole,  "Foreign  Policies  of  Scarcity: 

Some  implications  fur  Research  and  Analysis,"  presented  at  the  International 
Studies  Association  Annual  Meeting,  Washington,  D.C.,  February  19-22,  1975- 

EA  Research  Report  #13:  Gerald  U.  Hopple , "The  Comparative  Study  of 

Foreign  Policy  and  the  'Data  Gap'  Problem:  An  Interim  Report." 


IBA  Research  Report  #l4:  Stephen  J.  Andriole , "General  Ceding  Instructions 

Typology  of  States." 

IBA  Research  Report  #15:  Stephen  J.  Andriole,  "The  Comparative  Study  of 

Foreign  Policy:  En  Route  to  a Productive  Conceptual  Framework." 

IBA  Research  Report  //l6:  Gerald  W.  Hopple,  "Psychological  Sources  of  ^ 

Foreign  Policy  Behavior:  The  Belief  Systems  Approach  and  Content  Analysis." 

IBA  Research  Peport  #17:  Robert  N.  McCauley,  "A  Preliminary  Factor  Analytic 

Exploration  of  the  Stole  Attribute  Domain." 

TP, A Research  Report  #18:  Gerald  W.  Hopple,  "Societal  Factors  in  the 

Comparative  Study  of  Interstate  Behavior:  An  Operational  Formulation. 

IBA  Reseurch  Report  #19:  Robert  N.  McCauley,  "Analytic  Strategies  in  the 

Comparative  Study  of  Interstate  Behavior:  Seme  Preliminary  Thoughts. 


B.  Working  Papers 

IBA  Working  Paper  #1:  Stephen  J.  Andriole,  "International  Behavior 

Analysis  and  the  Perennial  Problems  of  Political  Inquiry*" 

IBA  Working  Paper  #2:  Gerald  Vi.  Hopple,  "The  Psychological  Component 

and  the  Comparativ:  otudy  of  Foreign  Policy:  The  'Relative  Irrelevance'  of 

Two  Types  of  Sources." 

IBA  Working  Paper  #3:  Stephen  J.  Andriole,  "The  Definition,  Conceptual! 

zatic.n  and  Classification  of  Foreign  Policy:  Pacifying  a Few  Exasperating 

Analytical  Issues." 

IBA  Working  Paper  #4:  Gerald  W.  Hopple,  "The  Sources  and  Processes  of 

Internati onal  Behavior:  An  Explicit  Conceptualisation  with  a View  Toward 

Analysis. " 


IBA  Working  Paper  #5:  Stephen  J.  Andriole,  "The  Informational  Needs  of 

Foreign  Pol icy -hake rs  and  the  IBA  Project:  Some  First  Thoughts." 


46 


III.  REPORT  SUMMARY 


A.  Technical  Problems 

The  International  Behavior  Analysis  (IBA)  Project  has  been  conceived  as  a 
long  range  reseerch  project  designed  to  provide  explanatory  and  predictive  in- 
sight into  the  actions  and  interactions  of  nations.  More  specifically,  the 
project  has  been  designed  to  explain  and  predict  how,  when,  and  why  certain 
nations  are  likely  to  act  in  response  to  certain  sets  of  internal  (domestic) 
and  external  (foieign)  stimuli. 

Since  a whole  hoct  of  analysts  have  attempted  to  exj^ain  and  predict  inter- 
national behavior  with  little  or  no  real  success,  it  was  decided  early  in  the 
conceptual  stages  of  the  IBA  Pro,]  act  to  construct  an  overarching  analytical 
framework.  Such  construction  was  posited  as  necessary  to  the  organization  and 
integration  of  the  seemingly  endless  number  of  factors  to  be  considered  in  the 
analysis  of  international  behavior.  Additionally,  framework  construction  was 
posited  as  a device  feu  the  organization  of  research  activities. 

The  crueial  task  of  operationalization  has  been  initiated  during  the  first 
half  of  the  second  contract  year.  Specifically,  data  are  being  assembled  for 
the  three  major  areas  of  the  previously  constructed  framework — component  vari- 
ables, type  of  state,  and  type  of  foreign  policy. 

B.  General  Methods! egy 

The  overarching  framework  was  constructed  with  operationalization  as  an 
explicit  eventual  goal.  The  methodological  orientation  of  the  IBA  Project  is 
intentional] y eclcc’.i  e . The  arbitrary  selection  of  a specific  methodology  im- 
poses conttraints  on  any  research  endeavor.  Specific  methodologies  during  the 
operationaliz-*-!-  ' onpl include  content  analysis  and  events  data.  Since  existing 
data  collections  are  employed  whenever  possible,  the  acquisition,  assembly, 
and  refinement  of  avail’ foie  data  sets  have  been  important  tasks  during  this 
contract  period.  Seme  new  data  (primarily  psychological  in  nature)  will  also  be 
generate;.  When  the  various  elements  of  the  framework  have  been  converted  from 
conceptual  to  operational  phenomena,  analysis  cai  be  undertaken. 

C.  Technical  Results 

The  first  year  of  research  involved  the  construction  and  refinement  of  the 
overarching  framework  for  analysis.  During  this  process,  five  source -process 
components  and  two clrssificahory  seheraes  (nations  and  international  actions' 
were  identified  and  specified  (see  PART  I,  section  I-B).  In  addition,  the  dis- 
tinction between  source  analysis  and  process  analysis  was  developed  (see  PART  I, 
sections  I-B-l  and  I-B-4). 

The  first  half  of  the  second  contract  year  hss  involved  the  initiation  of  the 
operationalization  end  data  assembly  tasks  (see  PART  I,  section  I-C).  Spatio- 
temporal  parameters  {y6  nations,  1966  to  1970)  were  selected  (see  PART  I, 
section  I-C-l).  In  addition,  it  was  decided  to  accord  more  emphasis  to  a 
special  subset  of  ten  significant  rations.  The  research  will  thus  be  explicitly 
comparative  but  will  also  focus  on  "major"  actors.  This  will  enhance  the  policy- 
relevance  potential  of  the  final  research  product. 
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Each  element  of  the  framework  has  now  bean  specified,  refined,  and  defined 
operationally.  Actual  data  assembly  has  also  been  initiated.  She  source  vari- 
able components  are  being  transformed  into  measured  phenomena  (see  PART  I, 
section  I-C-2).  The  data  for  the  classificatory  schemes  of  nations  and  inter- 
national  actions  have  already  been  amassed  (see  PART  I,  sections  I-C-3  and  I - )• 
The  oporatirnaliz.at ion  task  is  being  retlized. 

D.  Implications  for  Future  Research 

The  IDA  Project  has  already  constructed  an  analytical  framework  which  repre- 
sents a superior  vehicle  when  it  is  compared  with  competing  frameworks,  further- 
more, the  framework  has  been  designed  to  be  more  than  an  abstract  conceptual 
exercise.  Unlike  most  frameworks,  then,  the  source -process  component  framework 
will  be  operationalized  and  tested.  Operationalization  and  data  assembly  are 
the  primary  tasks  of  the  second  year.  These  tasks  consist  of  the  following 
specific  endeavors. 

(1)  Operationalized  definitions  will  be  assigned  to  variable  components, 
the  typology  of  nation j,  and  the  typology  of  events.  Each  component  has  already 
been  delineated  exhaustively  and  specific  variables  have  been  identified. 

During  the  second  year,  each  of  these  variables  will  be  defined  operationally. 

The  initial  phase  of  the  second  year  of  research  will  also  entail  a "clean-up 
operation  to  ensure  that  all  potentially  relevant  specific  variables  have  been 
identified  and  defined  operational] y.  The  two  ' typologies  will  also  be  con- 
verted from  conceptual  to  measurable  phenomena. 

(2)  Previously  collected  data  will  be  assembled.  Host  of  this  phase 
will  concentrate  on  the  VIE  1 3 data  set. 

(3)  Data  assert]/  operations  will  also  be  completed.  Some  new  data, 
primarily  psychological  inr.otura,  will  be  generated. 

('0  TV  3 1 anal  tc.sk  of  the  second  year  is  the  designing  and  testing  of 
data  handling  computer  prop  runs.  Thus  is  an  obvious  precondition  for  the 
hypothesis  testing  who. oh  wi:i  be  the  focus  of  the  third  year  of  research 
activity. 

The  framework  has  proved  to  be  conceptually  stimulating  ar.d  empirically 
productive.  A key  implication  for  future  research  is  the  versatility  of  the 
framework . The  framework  can  be  employed  for  a diverse  array  of  scientific  and 
policy-relevant  purposes.  Among  these  are  the  functions  ol  directing  inquiry, 
organizing  previous  research,  and  suggesting  future  research.  The  framework 
can  also  be  adapted  for  research  with  direct  relevance  to  the  policy  community. 

An  example  is  the  potential  applicability  to  research  on  various  crisis  situa- 
tions. . , , , . 

Analysis  is  the  final  goal  of  the  IBA  Project.  Strategies  are  already  being 

devised  fer  the  implementation  of  this  task.  The  specific  objectives  of  the 
third  year  are  listed  belcw. 


Primary  and  subsidiary  tasks  of  year  3:  Analysis 

(1)  Cross-national  hypothesis  testing. 

(2)  Case- study  hypothesis  testing. 

(3)  Dissemination  of  results. 


